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Goebbels  and  the 1 Final  Solution ' 

Revelations  from  Goebbels’  Diary 

Bringing  to  Light  Secrets  of  Hitler’s  Propaganda  Minister 


David  Irving 


At  the  last  IHR  Conference,  in  October  1992,  I 
spoke  about  my  visit  to  the  secret  Soviet  state 
archives  in  Moscow,  where  I  found  the  private 
diary  of  Dr.  Joseph  Goebbels,  the  Nazi  Propaganda 
Minister,  microfilmed  on  eighteen  hundred  glass 
plates.  [See:  D.  Irving,  “The  Suppressed  Eichmann 
and  Goebbels  Papers,”  March-April  1993  Journal , 
pp.  14-25.] 

I  can’t  tell  you  just  who  tipped  me  off  about  this, 
as  it  would  breach  confidentiality,  but  there  are  cer¬ 
tain  German  historians  who  are  friendly  to  me,  and 
one  of  them  tipped  me  that  the  material  was  just 
waiting  to  be  found  by  someone.  I  went  to  Moscow 
and  got  this  material  —  to  the  unbounded  rage  of 
rival  historians  around  the  world,  who  couldn’t 
believe  that  I,  the  “incorrigible,”  “neo-Nazi,”  “Fas¬ 
cist-scum”  historian,  had  got  the  stuff  for  which 
they  had  been  looking  for  50  years. 

If  you’re  a  historian  dealing  with  the  Third 
Reich,  you  know  that  Goebbels’  diary  must  contain 
all  the  dirt  from  that  era.  And  yet,  all  the  vital  epi¬ 
sodes  of  Third  Reich  history,  the  events  we’re  really 
curious  about  —  such  as  the  June  1934  “Night  of  the 
Long  Knives,”  when  Hitler  ditched  SA  Brown  Shirt 
leader  Ernst  Rohm,  or  the  “Crystal  Night”  in 
November  1938,  or  the  Reichstag  fire  mystery,  or 
the  inside  story  of  the  rise  of  the  Nazi  Party  —  are 
missing  from  the  published  Goebbels  diary,  the  por¬ 
tion  that  has  been  in  the  public  domain  for  the  last 
40  years  or  so. 

One  way  and  another,  portions  have  trickled  out. 
First  of  all  there  was  the  original  typed  Goebbels 
diary  for  parts  of  the  years  1942  and  1943,  which  is 
now  in  the  Hoover  Institution  library  in  Stanford, 


David  Irving  is  one  of  the  world’s  most  widely  read  and 
influential  historians.  He  is  the  author  of  more  than  two 
dozen  published  works  on  20th  century  history.  For  more 
about  him,  see  the  Jan.-Feb.  1993  Journal,  pp.  4—19.  This 
essay  is  adapted  from  Irving’s  presentation  at  the  Twelfth 
IHR  Conference,  Sept.  1994.  Several  of  the  illustrations 
appearing  here  are  from  Irving’s  forthcoming  biography. 
Dr.  Goebbels:  His  Life  and  Death,  scheduled  for  publica¬ 
tion  later  this  year  in  New  York,  London,  Stockholm, 
Tbkyo,  Paris  and  Milan. 


California.  [Edited  by  Louis  Lochner,  it  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  1948.]  The  National  Archives  in  Washing¬ 
ton  acquired  a  sheaf  of  diary  pages  from  August 
1941.  The  French  somehow  got  April  1943,  and  the 
Hoover  library  obtained  six  diary  pages  from  July 
1944. 

Most  importantly,  the  Institute  for  Contempo¬ 
rary  History  in  Munich  managed  to  get  hold  of  fur¬ 
ther  portions  of  the  diary  through  negotiations  with 
the  East  German  Communist  authorities.  [See,  for 
example,  Final  Entries  1945:  The  Diaries  of  Joseph 
Goebbels.  New  York:  1978.] 

But  vital  passages  were  missing  even  from 
these,  among  them  the  year  1944  —  the  year  of  D- 
Day,  the  Stauffenberg  bomb  plot,  and  the  Battle  of 
the  Bulge.  And  there  were  years  for  which  only  a 
couple  of  notebooks  have  hitherto  been  available. 
One  begins  to  suspect  that  somebody  knew  they 
were  sitting  on  a  real  treasure,  and  they  weren’t 
going  to  release  it.  By  holding  back  the  good  stuff, 
they  were  acting  in  an  almost  capitalistic  manner. 

In  the  end,  I  didn’t  pay  one  bent  nickel  for  this 
material.  Visiting  Moscow  in  June  1992,  I  simply 
reminded  the  head  of  the  Soviet  state  archives  that 
over  the  years  three  or  four  of  my  books  had  been 
published  in  the  former  Soviet  Union,  and  he  just 
let  me  have  the  material,  assuming,  I  suppose,  that 
I  was  therefore  kosher. 

It  was  a  different  situation  when  I  returned  for 
the  second  time  in  July  1992  to  complete  the  work. 
As  the  week  progressed,  I  found  it  getting  stickier 
and  stickier.  They  suddenly  weren’t  able  to  find  the 
boxes  and  files  I’d  seen  the  time  before.  I  had  to  fight 
and  plead  and  holler,  and  they  still  weren’t  turning 
up  the  stuff  I  really  wanted.  On  the  last  day,  the  sec¬ 
retary  of  the  director  came  out  to  me  and  said:  “Mr. 
Irving,  I’ve  got  a  very  embarrassing  question  to  ask 
of  you.  Have  you  been  stealing  any  material  from 
our  archives?” 

Now,  this  is  something  that  a  historian  just 
doesn’t  do.  When  you  work  in  the  archives,  you’re 
working  on  trust.  You’ve  an  obligation  to  posterity. 
You  do  not  permanently  remove  stuff.  I  did,  how¬ 
ever,  have  an  arrangement  with  the  director,  who 
permitted  me  to  remove  certain  glass  plates  from 
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the  archives  for  copying  because  they  didn’t  have 
the  requisite  facilities  there.  They  didn’t  even  have 
a  microfiche  reader.  He  allowed  me  to  remove  these 
glass  plates  on  my  honor,  and  bring  them  back  after 
having  made  the  necessary  photographic  prints. 

In  an  effort  to  stop  me  from  gaining  access,  it 
turned  out  that  somebody  had  told  the  archives  that 
I  was  stealing  material.  To  resolve  the  situation  I 
signed  a  declaration  stating  that  everything  I  had 
seen  in  the  archives  was  still  there,  and  that  noth¬ 
ing  was  missing.  That  was,  in  fact,  the  truth. 

The  archives  director  was  very  pleased  to  have 
this  declaration,  and  the  secretary  added  the  preg¬ 
nant  words:  “The  information  came  from  Munich.” 
Once  again  my  traditional  enemies  around  the 
world  were  trying  to  trip  me  up.  It  didn’t  work 
because  by  that  time  I’d  obtained  99  percent  of  the 
material  I  had  on  my  “shopping  list”:  diary  portions 
dealing  with  the  Kristallnacht ,  the  “Night  of  the 
Long  Knives,”  the  Reichstag  fire,  Pearl  Harbor,  all 
of  1944,  the  whole  of  the  months  leading  up  to  the 
outbreak  of  World  War  Two  —  everything.  I’d  gotten 
the  lot. 

It  was  difficult,  because,  as  I  said,  the  Russians 
didn’t  have  a  microfiche  reader.  I  suspected  in 
advance  that  I  might  need  one,  because  in  prepara¬ 
tion  for  my  trip  to  Moscow  in  the  1970s  I  had 
brought  with  me  toilet  paper  and  a  bath  plug 
because  I  knew  I  wouldn’t  find  them  in  my  Moscow 
hotel.  On  this  occasion  I  had  thought  to  myself, 
“Suppose  —  it’s  incredible,  I  mean  this  is  a  state 
archives  —  but  just  suppose  they  don’t  have  a 
microfiche  reader.  I’d  better  take  something  with 
me.”  So  I  went  to  Selfridge’s  and  asked  for  the  most 
powerful  magnifying  glass  they  had.  What  I  didn’t 
know  was  that  the  more  powerful  the  magnification, 
the  smaller  the  lens  is.  I  wound  up  buying  a  12x 
magnifier  that  was  about  as  big  as  my  little  finger¬ 
nail.  So  during  the  first  week  I  was  there,  I  had  to 
hold  it  up  like  this  to  read  those  glass  plates.  But  if 
you  don’t  mind  straining  your  eyesight,  it  works. 

It’s  quite  an  unusual  feeling  looking  at  the  origi¬ 
nal  Nazi  microfiche  glass  plates  in  the  original  Agfa 
boxes  —  there  are  eighteen  hundred  plates,  each 
with  25  or  40  images  on  them  —  a  total  of  70  or  80 
thousand  pages  of  paper.  And  you  know  you  are  the 
first  person  to  read  them  since  Goebbels,  in  1944 
and  1945,  ordered  the  stuff  to  be  preserved  in  case 
of  damage  to  the  originals.  No  one  knows  now  where 
his  original  notebooks  are,  or  what  happened  to 
them.  They’re  probably  gone  forever.  But  fortu¬ 
nately  they  were  preserved  on  glass  plates,  and  I 
was  the  first  person  to  study  them. 

The  Reichstag  Fire 

For  example,  I  read  for  the  first  time  Goebbels’ 
hand-written  entry  about  the  Reichstag  fire.  As  he 


Dr.  Goebbels,  in  an  official  portrait.  (Courtesy  of 
David  Irving,  from  his  forthcoming  biography,  Dr. 
Goebbels:  His  Life  and  Death.) 


described  it,  he  was  at  his  home  with  Hitler  on  that 
evening  of  February  27,  1933,  when  the  phone  rang 
at  nine  o’clock.  It  was  the  prankster  “Putzi”  Hanfs- 
taengl,  saying:  ‘The  Reichstag’s  on  fire.”  Goebbels 
remembered  that  he’d  been  had  twice  by  Hanfs- 
taengl  already  that  week,  and  he  thought  this  was 
another  prank,  so  he  just  put  the  phone  down.  Han- 
fstaengl  phoned  again  and  said,  “You’d  better  listen 
to  what  I’m  saying,  The  Reichstag’s  on  fire.”  Goeb¬ 
bels  realized  this  could  be  serious  after  all,  so  he 
made  a  phone  call  to  the  police  station  at  the  Bran¬ 
denburg  Gate,  which  confirmed  that  the  Reichstag 
was  on  fire.  Thereupon  he  and  Hitler  jumped  into  a 
car  and  drove  straight  to  the  Reichstag  where  they 
found  their  worst  fears  confirmed.  This  is  in  the 
hand-written  diary,  it  is  obviously  genuine,  and  it 
confirms  what  we  know  from  other  sources. 

Early  Entries 

Goebbels’  diary  didn’t  start  in  1933  when  the 
Nazis  come  to  power;  it  started  when  he  was  a  stu¬ 
dent  at  Heidelberg  University,  and  carries  on  all  the 
way  until  a  few  days  before  he  commits  suicide  in 
1945  with  his  family  in  Hitler’s  bunker.  Never  has 
there  been  such  a  contiguous  source  of  information 
for  historians  to  use,  but  never  has  there  been  a 
source  more  fraught  with  danger.  Nobody’s  diary  is 
genuine,  because  everybody  lies  to  his  diary.  Okay, 
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“lie”  is  a  bit  sharp.  Everyone  is  a  hero  in  his  own 
diary.  So  what  do  you  believe?  That’s  the  way  it  is 
with  diaries.  You’ve  got  to  know  how  to  evaluate 
them.  What  Goebbels  writes  in  his  diary  about 
Goebbels,  you  treat  with  suspicion.  What  Goebbels 
writes  in  his  diary  about  a  fight  between  Rosenberg 
and  Koch  is  probably  more  accurate,  although  he’s 
got  his  sympathies  there,  too.  You  have  to  learn  to 
be  very  careful. 

I’m  saying  this  for  a  reason,  because  when  we 
come  to  look  at  what  the  diary  says  about  the  Crys¬ 
tal  Night,  it’s  not  what  you  expect  it  to  say,  and  you 
can  only  really  straighten  things  out  when  you 
accept  that  Goebbels  has  his  reasons  for  writing 
things  in  a  certain  way.  I’m  something  of  an  expert 
with  diaries,  because  I’ve  been  looking  at  people’s 
diaries  as  an  historian  for  the  last  30  or  40  years, 
and  I  know  the  things  to  look  for. 


David  Irving  speaking  at  the  Twelfth  IHR  Con¬ 
ference  (Sept.  1994). 


It  always  amuses  me  the  way  people  write  in 
their  diaries  certain  euphemisms  for  relations  with 
the  opposite  sex.  I  won’t  describe  to  you  which  words 
I  use  in  my  diary,  but  —  okay,  I  will.  I  might  write, 
“Lucy  came  ‘round,  and  was  amiable.”  It  seems 
pretty  harmless,  but  it’s  code.  This  becomes  obvious 
if  you  slip  up  and  write,  “Lucy  came  round  and  was 


amiable  twice.” 

I  had  the  private  diary  of  Luftwaffe  Field  Mar¬ 
shal  Erhard  Milch,  who  had  the  habit  of  putting  a 
little  X  on  the  line  between  two  days  in  his  diary. 
Some  days,  however,  there  were  two  Xs,  and  on  one 
occasion,  during  the  battle  of  Stalingrad  when  he 
was  in  Berlin,  there  were  three  Xs  followed  by  the 
initials  “E.H.,”  all  done  into  a  kind  of  monogram  or 
logo:  “XXX  E.H.”  I  happened  to  know  that  “E.H.” 
was  Edith  Hesselbarth,  his  private  secretary.  When 
I  tracked  her  down  at  her  home  on  Lake  Constance, 
she  was  most  indignant  about  this  imputation,  until 
I  told  her  that  Milch  had  written  it  in  his  diary, 
whereupon  she  confessed. 

In  the  case  of  Dr.  Goebbels,  everybody  knows 
that  he  has  gone  into  history  as  the  arch-Casanova 
of  the  Third  Reich.  He  was  the  one  with  the  string 
of  amours,  and  no  film  starlet  could  make  headway 
in  the  German  film  industry,  so  legend  has  it,  with¬ 
out  using  the  Minister’s  casting  couch.  And  yet,  it 
turns  out,  unless  I’m  grievously  wrong,  he  was  age 
33  when  he  first  had  a  sexual  experience  with  a 
woman.  If  you  read  his  diary  you  could  be  misled. 
Very  early  on  in  his  diary,  he’s  talking  about  how 
Else  came  ’round,  and  she  was  all  his:  “She  was  all 
over  me.”  It’s  an  imprecise  phrase,  but  you’re  will¬ 
ing  to  believe,  given  his  reputation,  that  this  could 
only  mean  one  thing. 

In  another  passage,  Anka  Stalherm,  the  great 
heroine  of  his  life,  comes  to  see  him  and  there’s  an 
episode  on  the  meadow  in  Freiburg:  “the  first  kiss.” 
It’s  only  when  you  start  reading  through  the  diary, 
and  the  letters  that  pass  between  her  and  Goebbels 
over  the  next  ten  years,  that  you  realize  that  that 
first  kiss  was,  in  fact,  a  kiss  on  the  cheek.  That’s  as 
far  as  he  got  with  her. 

I  subsequently  found  Anka  Stalherm’s  daughter. 
Because  I  thought  it  would  be  a  bit  embarrassing  to 
ask  her  how  far  her  mother  had  gone  with  the  Nazi 
Propaganda  Minister,  I  planned  on  making  this  my 
last  question  before  I  beat  a  retreat.  As  I  walked  in 
through  the  door,  though,  she  said:  “Mr.  Irving, 
before  you  even  begin  this  interview,  I  want  you  to 
know  what  my  mother  told  me  about  Goebbels, 
which  is  that  she  never,  ever,  did  it  with  him.  She 
found  him  intellectually  fascinating,  a  man  of  enor¬ 
mous  presence,  but  physically  repulsive.”  Goebbels 
was  5'4",  just  over  100  pounds,  a  club  foot  with  one 
leg  two  inches  shorter  than  the  other  —  a  bit  of  a 
freak,  in  other  words.  He  never  got  anywhere  with 
Anka  Stalherm,  although  if  you  read  his  diary  you 
would  imagine  that  she  was  the  great  love  of  his  life. 

How  do  we  know  he  was  33  when  it  first  hap¬ 
pened?  The  answer  is  that  he  started  going  out  with 
Olga,  the  girlfriend  of  Mr.  Arnolt  Bronner.  (He  had 
a  predilection  for  dating  other  men’s  girlfriends;  a 
dangerous  habit  if  you’re  only  5'4''.)  He  went  out 
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with  this  woman,  and  she  comes  ’round,  so  to  speak. 
Obviously  something  happened  because  that  night 
he  writes  in  his  diary  all  the  words  of  euphoria  fol¬ 
lowed  with  the  figures  in  parenthesis:  “(1,  2).”  This 
might,  by  itself,  mean  nothing  at  all,  were  it  not  for 
an  entry  a  few  days  later,  with  Olga  coming  ’round 
again,  and  new  figures  in  brackets:  “(3,  4,  5).”  Well 
this  is  rather  like  being  “twice  amiable,”  isn’t  it?  It’s 
a  bit  of  a  give-away,  and  given  what  we  know  about 
the  kiss  on  the  cheek,  which  was  all  he’d  gotten  in 
previous  years,  you  can  be  pretty  certain  what  this 
denotes.  This  happened  in  December  1930,  and  he 
was  bom  in  October  1897. 

She  is  only  one  step  ahead,  so  to  speak,  of  Magda 
Quandt,  who  later  became  Magda  Goebbels  —  the 
divorced,  blonde,  well-to-do  wife  of  a  German  indus¬ 
trialist,  who  fell  for  him.  In  mid-February  1931  — 
after  many,  many  weeks  of  working  for  him  in  the 
archives  and  so  on  —  she  comes  ’round  to  his  apart¬ 
ment,  and  you  get  the  same  brackets  treatment.  It’s 
“(1)”,  and  then  “(2)”,  “(3)”,  and  then,  on  March  1931, 
“(4)”  and  “(5)”.  Five  episodes  spread  over  six  weeks. 
There  again,  you’ve  got  a  certain  amount  of  support 
for  the  belief  that  he  wasn’t  as  active  as  he  made  out 
in  later  years.  If  there  was  anything  he  was  good  at, 
it  was  propaganda.  So  we’re  demolishing  a  bit  of  a 
propaganda  legend  in  connection  with  Dr.  Goebbels 
here.  Amusing  as  this  is,  it  helps  to  teach  us  to  be 
very  cautious  when  dealing  with  someone’s  diary  as 
a  source  of  information. 

Growing  Anti-Semitism 

I’ve  gone  through  the  diary  with  a  special  inter¬ 
est  in  the  Jewish  issue,  and  particularly  the  “final 
solution.”  There’s  no  question  that  whatever  trag¬ 
edy  befell  the  Jews  in  Germany  during  the  Third 
Reich,  Dr.  Goebbels  himself  was  the  prime  moving 
force  behind  it.  He  wasn’t  just  the  person  who  cre¬ 
ated  the  atmosphere  of  hatred,  he  was  also  the  one 
who  pulled  the  levers  and  started  the  trains  in 
motion.  What  happened  at  the  other  end  is  still  a 
matter  of  debate,  and  this  issue  is  one  of  the  moving 
causes  of  revisionism  at  this  moment. 

Goebbels  didn’t  start  out  anti-Semitic.  His  very 
early  diary  pages,  back  in  1923,  contain  no  refer¬ 
ences  to  the  Jews,  or  any  anti-Semitism  at  all,  in 
fact.  We  do  know  that  in  his  home  town  of  Rheydt,  a 
close  neighbor  with  whom  his  parents  maintained 
very  close  relations  was  Dr.  Josef  Joseph,  a  Jewish 
lawyer.  There  was  a  long-standing  friendship 
between  him  and  Goebbels’  parents,  who  often  sent 
their  son  ’round  to  spend  the  day  with  Dr.  Joseph. 
(Goebbels’  father,  Fritz  Goebbels,  was  bookkeeper 
at  a  local  textile  factory.)  I’m  inclined  to  believe  that 
the  fact  that  Dr.  Joseph  was  such  a  close  friend  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Goebbels,  and  not  just  the  boy’s  Cath¬ 
olic  upbringing  and  the  fact  that  his  godfather  was 


Dr.  Bernhard  Weiss,  Deputy  Police  Chief  of  Ber¬ 
lin  in  the  years  before  the  National  Socialists 
came  to  power.  Goebbels  mockingly  dubbed  him 
“Isidor,”  a  nickname  meant  to  underscore  his 
Jewish  ancestry.  (Photo:  Bundesarchiv,  Koblenz.) 

also  called  Joseph,  may  have  been  the  reason  for 
Goebbels’  second  name:  Paul  Joseph  Goebbels. 

Goebbels  met  Anka  Stalherm  at  Heidelberg  Uni¬ 
versity,  where  she  was  one  of  the  few  women  stu¬ 
dents.  She  was  fabulously  rich,  had  shoulder-length 
blonde  hair,  and  was  a  typically  care-free,  affluent 
female  student.  Goebbels  could  hardly  believe  his 
luck  when,  of  all  the  young  men  at  the  university, 
she  picked  him.  There  was  undoubtedly  a  very  close 
friendship  between  them,  and  all  their  letters  have 
survived.  (I  was  able  to  read  them  in  the  German 
archives  until  the  German  government,  in  an  act  of 
incredible  spitefulness,  on  July  1,  1993,  ordered  me 
banned  from  the  archives,  “to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  German  people”.) 

In  one  letter  to  him,  Anka  made  a  mildly  anti- 
Semitic  remark,  typical  of  those  that  were  common 
in  the  social  circles  in  which  she  moved.  Indignantly 
he  wrote  back  to  his  new  girlfriend,  putting  her  in 
her  place.  In  this  letter,  dated  February  17,  1919, 
Goebbels  responded:  “As  you  know,  I  can’t  stand 
this  exaggerated  anti-Semitism.  My  view  is  you 
don’t  get  rid  of  them  by  huffing  and  puffing,  let 
alone  by  pogroms,  and  even  if  you  could  do  so,  that 


January  /  February  1995 


5 


Jewish  ‘Declaration  of  War’ 
Against  Germany 


$ 


|JXJDEA  -DECLARES  WAR  ON  GERMANY 

Mr.  Churchill’s  Withering 


.  Attack  On  Premier 


r  BROUGHT  US 

NLAJtU! 

.  TO  -WAR' 


i  Officer  . 

Describes 
j  The  Girl  ’■  | 

I  —  > 

DATS  or  lots;  WT^ZJsr 

IN  EHUJU  f 

rcn  cDnon 


JEWS  OF  ALL 

WORLD  UNITE  '•urvvSTjjHE  sovirr|  1" 

BOYCOTT^r^GERMAXjl1r^^^|'EK^WKS^SSS;I^‘:Sd 


Mrs.  G«rf«; 


aiTLIR  CABIVET  MIMSTElt 
AEKIS7ED  I-AST  MGHT 


“Judea  Declares  War  On  Germany.  Jews  of  All 
The  World  Unite.  Boycott  of  German  Goods,”  pro¬ 
claim  headlines  in  the  London  Daily  Express, 
March  24,  1933.  “The  whole  of  Israel  throughout 
the  world  is  uniting  to  declare  an  economic  and 
financial  war  on  Germany,”  the  mass-circulation 
British  newspaper  goes  on  in  its  front-page 
report  to  tell  readers  about  the  international 
boycott  campaign.  This  Jewish  “war  on  Ger¬ 
many”  was  launched  even  before  Hitler’s  new 
National  Socialist  government  had  enacted  its 
first  anti-Jewish  law. 

“...  All  Israel  is  rising  in  wrath  against  the  Nazi 
onslaught  on  the  Jews,”  continues  the  Daily 
Express  report.  "...  Resolutions  are  being  taken 
throughout  the  Jewish  business  world  to  sever 
trade  relations  with  Germany  ...  Germany  is  a 
heavy  borrower  in  foreign  money  markets, 
where  Jewish  influence  is  considerable  ...  A  con¬ 
certed  boycott  by  Jewish  buyers  is  likely  to 
involve  great  damage  to  the  German  export  trade 
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would  be  both  highly  ignoble  and  unworthy.” 

Furthermore,  Goebbels’  favorite  professor  at 
Heidelberg  was  Friedrich  Gundolf,  who  was  Jewish. 
This  didn’t  matter  to  Goebbels  at  all.  When  Gundolf 
said  that  he  wouldn’t  have  time  to  work  with  Goeb¬ 
bels  on  his  doctoral  dissertation,  he  passed  him  on 
to  another  professor  of  literature,  Max  von  Wald- 
berg,  who  was  also  Jewish.  To  the  end  of  his  life, 
Goebbels  spoke  very  highly  of  these  two  professors. 
It  was  typical  of  Goebbels  that  he  was  able  to  put 
Jews  into  two  categories,  regarding  individual  Jews 
with  respect  and  admiration,  while  at  the  same 
time  holding  the  Jewish  people  in  contempt. 

Just  a  few  years  later,  though,  on  October  30, 
1922,  he  delivered  a  lecture  in  Rheydt  in  which  he 
commented  approvingly  on  Oswald  Spengler’s  criti¬ 
cism  of  the  Jewish  people.  So  you  can  see  that  a  cer¬ 
tain  trend  had  begun  to  set  in.  I  often  wonder:  Was 
this  due  to  something  innate  or  was  it  his  surround¬ 
ings?  We  are  not  able  to  pin  down  just  what  caused 
Goebbels  to  become  anti-Semitic  around  1922.  Cer¬ 
tainly  by  the  time  he  arrived  in  Berlin,  in  1926,  as 
Gauleiter  (district  party  leader),  his  anti-Semitism 
was  in  full  flood,  and,  as  we  shall  see,  what  he  saw 
there  completed  the  picture  for  him. 

His  formative  experiences  came  in  the  aftermath 
of  World  War  One,  I  think.  Because  of  his  club  foot, 
the  army  had  refused  to  accept  him  as  a  soldier, 
which  was  humiliating.  In  1923  he  worked  in  a 
bank  in  Cologne,  where  he  was  shocked  by  Jewish 
banking  methods.  He  saw  Jews  ruining  ordinary 
Germans,  he  saw  speculation,  and  he  saw  inflation 
wiping  out  people’s  savings.  His  colleagues  at  the 
bank  undoubtedly  drew  his  attention  to  the  Jewish 
role  in  all  of  it,  as  the  private  banks  in  Germany 
were  almost  entirely  in  Jewish  hands. 

Another  factor  played  a  role.  When  he  left  the 
university  Goebbels  was  an  aspiring  writer  of 
poetry,  plays  and  newspaper  articles.  He  wanted  to 
write  for  the  great  national  newspapers  and  maga¬ 
zines,  which  were  largely  controlled  by  the  Ullstein 
and  Mosse  families,  both  of  which  were  Jewish.  His 
approaches  to  these  two  publishing  companies,  with 
articles  submitted  for  publication,  and  subse¬ 
quently  seeking  employment,  were  rudely  rebuffed. 
The  Berliner  Tageblatt  alone  returned  to  him  nearly 
50  articles  he  had  submitted. 

No  surprise,  if  you  look  at  the  private  papers  of 
Theodor  Wolff,  chief  editor  of  the  Berliner  Tageblatt, 
which  was  published  by  the  Mosse  company.  In 
these  papers,  which  are  filed  in  the  German  Federal 
archives,  you  can  see  that  Wolff  was  corresponding 
almost  entirely  only  with  Jews. 

It’s  what  today  we  would  call  networking;  if 
you’re  outside  the  loop,  you  can’t  break  in.  One 
knows  this  when  one  is  mature,  but  when  you  are  a 
young  student  fresh  out  of  university,  full  of  great 
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An  anti-Jewish  rally  in  Germany,  1935.  The  banners  proclaim:  “Race  Lies 
not  in  the  Language,  but  in  the  Blood”  and  “No  World  Peace  Without 
Breaking  the  World  Domination  of  the  Jews.”  (Photo:  National  Archives, 
Washington,  DC.  From  David  Irving’s  forthcoming  biography,  Dr.  Goebbels:  His 
Life  and  Death.) 


idealism  and  belief  in  your  own  superior  talents,  the 
first  realization  that  you  can’t  break  into  the  loop  — 
that  the  network  is  there  to  keep  people  like  you  out 
—  makes  a  great  impression,  as  it  probably  did  on 
the  young  Dr.  Goebbels.  And  this  undoubtedly  had 
an  effect  on  his  anti-Semitism,  even  though  he  still 
wasn’t  hostile  toward  individual  Jews. 

After  Anka  Stalherm  left  and  married  another 
young  man,  Goebbels  started  a  long  affair  with  a 
young  woman  named  Else  Janke.  One  day,  while 
he’s  commenting  to  her  on  his  physical  debilities, 
telling  her  he  realizes  he  must  be  quite  unattractive 
because  of  his  club  foot  and  all  the  rest  of  it,  she 
says,  “You  think  you’ve  got  problems?  I’m  half  Jew¬ 
ish.”  This  was  a  great  shock  to  Goebbels  at  that 
time.  Her  half-Jewishness,  which  he  described  as 
her  mixed  blood,  grew  more  and  more  important  in 
the  relationship  until  it  finally  led  to  their  break-up. 
He  was  actually  happy  when  he  was  named  Gaule¬ 
iter  of  Berlin,  where  the  Nazi  Party  was  in  disarray, 
because  this  gave  him  a  chance  to  leave  Else  Janke 
gracefully.  In  Berlin  he  had  his  eyes  on  another  girl 
by  the  name  of  Josephine  von  Behr. 

At  this  time  he  also  makes  friends  with  Julius 
Streicher,  Gauleiter  of  Nuremberg  and  publisher  of 
the  notorious  anti-Semitic  weekly,  Der  Sturmer.  His 
views  on  Streicher  vary  widely  throughout  his 
diary.  Sometimes  he’s  full  of  praise  for  him,  rather 


the  way  we  grudgingly 
admire  a  person  who  is  a  bit 
bullheaded  and  plows  ahead 
regardless  of  the  damage  he 
does.  He  liked  Streicher  as  a 
human  being,  he  liked  him 
for  his  courage.  But  then 
again,  he  strongly  depre¬ 
cated  his  brand  of  anti- 
Semitism,  regarding  it  as 
needlessly  vulgar.  This 
comes  out  again  and  again 
in  the  diary.  It’s  a  dichotomy 
that  is  never  satisfactorily 
resolved  until  we  come  to 
one  of  the  last  items  in  the 
archives:  a  February  1945 
letter  from  Goebbels  to  Stre¬ 
icher,  congratulating  him  on 
his  birthday  and  sending 
him  a  valuable  oil  painting. 
Goebbels  stayed  in  touch 
with  Streicher  even  after  he 
fell  out  of  favor  with  Hitler. 

‘Isidor’  Weiss 

When  Goebbels  arrived 
in  Berlin  as  Gauleiter  in 
1926,  he  was  confronted  by  a 
city  with  179,000  Jews,  one  third  of  all  Jews  in  Ger¬ 
many,  and  he  made  use  of  this  fact.  The  Berlin  pop¬ 
ulation  already  was  seething  because  of  the 
presence  of  these  Jews.  In  the  coming  years,  Goeb¬ 
bels  repeatedly  explained  to  foreign  diplomats  that 
the  problem  there  was  the  usual  one,  in  which  the 
Jewish  population  disproportionately  controlled  all 
the  lucrative  professions.  This  rankled  with  Berlin’s 
non-Jewish  population,  of  course,  and  Goebbels, 
whether  deliberately  or  by  instinct,  zeroed  in  on  this 
as  a  wound  that  he  could  work  on  to  promote  the 
Nazi  cause. 

He  was  aided  in  this  endeavor  by  the  fact  that 
his  chief  opponent  there,  Berlin’s  Deputy  Police 
Chief  (who  acted  as  though  he  was  Police  Chief; 
even  the  real  Police  Chief  referred  to  him  as  being 
the  Chief)  was  Dr.  Bernhard  Weiss,  a  Jew.  Weiss 
looked  so  much  like  a  Jewish  caricature  that  his 
photographs  didn’t  need  to  be  re-touched  by  the 
Nazis.  He  was  stereotypically  Semitic  in  feature: 
short,  with  rounded  ears  and  hook  nose,  and  wear¬ 
ing  spectacles. 

In  London  I  located  Weiss’  daughter,  Hilda 
Baban- Weiss,  and  I  pleaded  with  her  for  a  more 
attractive  photograph  of  her  father,  pointing  out 
that  the  ones  I  have  are  not  very  flattering.  I  got 
total  silence  from  the  daughter,  so  I  abandoned  my 
quest.  Unfortunately,  when  my  biography  of  Dr. 
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Goebbels  comes  out  we’re  going  to  have  to  use  these 
rather  unattractive  pictures. 

Dr.  Goebbels  promptly  dubbed  Weiss  “Isidor,”  to 
such  a  degree  of  success  that  within  two  or  three 
years  there  was  hardly  a  Berliner  who  didn’t  believe 
that  “Isidor”  was  his  real  first  name. 


Lida  Baarova,  Czech  film  actress  who  starred  in 
German  UFA  films.  Goebbels’  love  affair  with  her 
caused  a  scandal  in  1938.  (Photo:  UFA  studio  promo¬ 
tional  still.  Courtesy  of  David  Irving,  from  his  forth¬ 
coming  biography,  Dr.  Goebbels:  His  Life  and  Death.) 

The  fight  between  Dr.  Bernhard  Weiss  and  Dr. 
Joseph  Goebbels,  is,  I  think,  one  of  the  most  hilari¬ 
ous,  improbable  stories  to  come  out  of  this  era. 
Twenty-eight  times  Weiss  sued  Goebbels  for  calling 
him  a  Jew.  Twenty-eight  times  the  judges  pointed 
out  to  Weiss  that  he  was  in  fact  Jewish,  and  there¬ 
fore  it  was  no  libel.  On  one  occasion,  Dr.  Goebbels’ 
newspaper  Der  An,gri/f  published  a  cartoon  showing 
a  donkey  with  the  head  of  Dr.  Weiss,  with  all  of  its 
legs  splayed  on  an  ice  pond,  and  a  caption  reading: 
“Isidor  on  thin  ice.”  Isidor  Weiss  (you  see,  even  I’m 
calling  him  Isidor  now),  immediately  sued  for  libel. 
Goebbels  pointed  out  it  was  just  a  cartoon,  but  the 
judge  said  it  was  quite  obvious  that  the  donkey  had 
the  face  of  Dr.  Weiss.  Whereupon  a  headline  in  the 


next  issue  of  Der  Angriff  declared:  “Judge  Confirms 
Donkey  Has  Face  of  Dr.  Weiss.” 

A  German  scholar  recently  published  a  600-page 
book  purely  devoted  to  the  fight  between  Dr.  Goeb¬ 
bels  and  Dr.  Weiss.  It  would  be  worth  having  this 
book  in  English,  except  that  the  problems  between 
the  two  men  are  almost  untranslatable. 

As  Goebbels  orchestrated  the  rise  of  the  Nazi 
party  in  Berlin,  part  of  the  problem  for  the  demo¬ 
crats  there  was  that  much  of  what  he  said  was  true. 
The  Jewish  community  not  only  dominated  the 
legal  and  medical  professions  in  Berlin,  they  also 
dominated  the  crime  scene.  In  my  biography  I’ve 
quoted  Interpol  figures  of  the  percentage  of  Jews 
among  those  arrested  for  drug  dealing  and  narcot¬ 
ics.  Moreover,  three-quarters  of  the  pickpockets  in 
Berlin  were  Jewish.  It  was  quite  easy  for  Goebbels 
to  draw  attention  to  such  facts,  and  to  embellish 
them  in  a  propaganda  campaign.  This  came  to  him 
as  second  nature.  In  every  new  scandal  in  Berlin,  it 
seemed,  Jews  were  at  the  base  of  it  —  ripping  off  the 
banks,  ripping  off  the  taxpayers,  and  ripping  off  the 
government.  And  again  and  again,  they  seemed  to 
be  getting  off  scot-free. 

At  Syracuse  University  I  found  the  private 
papers  of  Heinrich  Briining,  who  was  Hitler’s  prede¬ 
cessor  as  Chancellor  (1936-1932).  In  this  collection 
is  a  manuscript  in  which  he  describes  his  problems 
as  Chancellor.  Briining  recounts  that  at  one  time,  he 
ordered  an  investigation  of  Jewish  banks  in  Berlin 
and  their  methods,  and  in  his  manuscript  he  writes: 
“The  results  were  so  horrifying  that  I  ordered  this 
document  to  be  kept  secret,  because  if  it  had  been 
allowed  to  become  public  knowledge,  it  would  have 
resulted  in  anti-Jewish  riots.”  Of  course,  even 
though  much  of  what  Goebbels  said  was  true,  this 
just  doesn’t  justify  what  he  did  later  on.  We  must,  in 
all  fairness,  keep  emphasizing  this  point. 

During  the  1920s  Goebbels  wrote  a  play  called 
Michael,  and  it’s  interesting  to  compare  the  various 
drafts  of  it,  which  are  available.  When  he  first  wrote 
it  back  in  1923  or  1924,  it  was  a  straightforward 
kind  of  morality  play.  But  Goebbels  would  change 
things.  After  Anka  Stalherm  annoyed  him,  he 
changed  the  leading  female  character.  And  as  he 
became  more  and  more  annoyed  with  the  Jews,  he 
wrote  more  anti-Semitism  into  the  play.  In  the 
drafts  you  can  see  him  becoming  progressively  more 
anti-Jewish. 

After  seeing  his  first  Hollywood  movie,  he  wrote 
in  his  diary  (on  Dec.  3,  1928):  “Sheer  hell.  Jewish 
kitsch.  Virtually  all  you  saw  were  Hebrews.”  A  few 
months  later,  on  February  15,  1929,  he  wrote:  “The 
Jewish  question  is  the  questions  of  all  questions.” 

There  is  a  curious  passage  in  his  private  diary 
that  shows  how  increasingly  obsessed  he  had 
become.  It  was  after  three  years  in  Berlin  as  Gaule- 
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Ernst  vom  Rath,  29-year-old  legation  secretary  at 
the  German  embassy  in  Paris,  was  murdered  in 
November  1938  by  Herschel  Grynszpan. 


iter,  fighting  this  increasingly  desperate  battle, 
almost  with  one  hand  tied  behind  his  back,  being 
repeatedly  banned  on  orders  of  Dr.  Weiss,  having 
repeatedly  nearly  been  sent  to  prison  himself.  One 
night  he  has  a  dream,  which  he  then  records  in  his 
diary  (December  17,  1929).  In  this  dream  he’s  back 
at  school,  running  madly  through  the  corridors  with 
pillars  flashing  past  him,  and  he’s  being  chased  by 
Jews  screaming  at  him,  “Hate,  hate,  hate.”  He’s 
always  able  to  keep  a  few  limping  strides  ahead  of 
his  pursuers,  occasionally  turning  round  and  fling¬ 
ing  back  at  them  the  same  taunt:  “Hate,  hate,  hate!” 
What  an  odd  thing  for  a  man  to  write  in  his  own 
diary.  One  doesn’t  often  write  down  one’s  own 
dreams  in  a  diary.  The  mere  fact  that  he  had  dreams 
like  that  shows  that  he  was  becoming  obsessed  with 
these  Jews,  the  enemy. 

More  and  more  episodes  occurred  to  give  him 
reasons  to  dislike  Jews.  After  Horst  Wessel,  a  young 
Nazi  stormtrooper  who  composed  the  hymn  that 
subsequently  became  the  second  national  anthem  of 
Nazi  Germany,  was  murdered  in  early  1930  by  a 
communist  in  Berlin,  it  was  a  Jew  who  gave  refuge 


to  the  murderers  when  they  fled.  This  kind  of  thing 
will  have  undoubtedly  had  an  effect  of  Goebbels.  He 
would  have  chalked  it  up  on  his  list  of  grudges. 

Even  worse,  after  he  began  going  out  with 
Magda  Quandt  (whose  stepfather,  Friedlander,  he 
knew  had  been  Jewish),  it  happened  that  for  days  at 
a  time  she  didn’t  come  to  see  him.  After  a  while,  she 
doesn’t  answer  the  phone  or  keep  dates,  and  eventu¬ 
ally  Goebbels  finds  out  he  has  a  rival:  a  Jew  named 
Victor  Arlosoroff,  who  is  also  enraged  to  find  out 
that  she’s  two-timing  him  with  the  Nazi  Gauleiter  of 
Berlin.  Arlosoroff  is  so  enraged,  in  fact,  that  during 
one  meeting  he  pulls  out  a  revolver,  and  in  a  jealous, 
dramatic  scene,  fires  at  her,  deliberately  missing. 
The  bullet  buries  itself  in  the  wall  near  her.  She  gets 
him  out  of  her  life,  although  he  keeps  returning  and 
pleading  to  be  taken  back. 

This  man  is  none  other  than  Victor  Chaim 
Arlosoroff,  who  subsequently  became  an  important 
Zionist  figure.  After  Hitler  came  to  power,  he  was 
the  Zionist  representative  in  the  negotiations  with 
the  new  Nazi  government  that  resulted  in  the 
Ha’avara  (“Transfer”)  agreement,  whereby  German 
Jews  could  emigrate  to  Palestine  with  their  prop¬ 
erty.  In  June  1933  Arlosoroff  was  murdered  in  Tel 
Aviv,  Palestine,  by  members  of  the  Jabotinsky  fac¬ 
tion  of  the  Zionist  movement.  The  fact  that  the  love 
of  his  life  was  two-timing  him  with  an  ardent  Zion¬ 
ist  may  also  have  contributed  to  Goebbels’  growing 
dislike  of  Jews. 

Goebbels  was  besotted  with  Magda,  there’s  no 
question,  and  once  again  he  couldn’t  believe  his  own 
luck.  They  were  married  in  December  1931.  In  fact, 
though,  she  was  rather  ambivalent  about  him,  and 
it  appears  that  the  only  reason  she  started  dating 
him  was,  as  they  say,  to  be  near  the  fascinating  Mr. 
Hitler.  There  was  even  a  rumor  that  her  son,  Hel¬ 
mut,  was  fathered  by  Hitler.  When  you  look  at  pho¬ 
tographs  of  little  Helmut,  though,  you  can  be  pretty 
certain  that  this  is  not  true,  because  he  looks  just 
like  Dr.  Goebbels. 

Boycotts 

A  month  after  the  Nazis  came  to  power  in  Janu¬ 
ary  1933,  Goebbels  was  really  able  to  flex  his  mus¬ 
cles.  He  wasn’t  appointed  Propaganda  Minister 
immediately  because  Hitler  needed  Goebbels  to 
direct  his  party’s  propaganda  campaign  in  one  final 
election  battle,  and,  as  Hitler  pointed  out  to  him,  it 
wouldn’t  be  right  for  the  Reich  Propaganda  Minis¬ 
ter,  a  government  official,  simultaneously  to  direct 
the  Nazi  party’s  propaganda  election  campaign. 

We  must  not  overlook  the  fact  that  the  world’s 
Jewish  community  lost  no  time  in  striking  at  Nazi 
Germany.  We  all  too  readily  talk  about  the  book¬ 
burning  and  about  the  Nazi  boycott  against  the 
Jews  as  if  those  things  happened  in  vacuum.  They 
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didn’t.  The  Nazi  boycott  against  the  Jews  on  April  1, 
1933,  was  a  foolish  reprisal  by  the  Nazis  in  retalia¬ 
tion  for  the  Jewish  boycott  against  Germany. 

As  soon  as  the  Nazis  came  to  power  the  world 
Jewish  community  announced  an  international  boy¬ 
cott  campaign  against  Germany.  Jews  would  not 
buy  any  German  products.  They  would  not  accept 
any  more  German  films,  for  example,  and  would  see 
that  others  would  not  accept  them.  Jewish  restaura¬ 
teurs  in  England  announced  they  would  no  longer 
serve  German  customers.  If  you  read  the  newspa¬ 
pers  of  the  day,  such  as  the  London  Daily  Express, 
you’ll  find  all  the  details  of  this  anti-German  Jewish 
boycott,  which  is  now  all  too  readily  forgotten. 
Today  all  we  hear  about  is  the  Nazi  boycott  against 
the  Jews,  which  lasted  for  a  single  day  —  Saturday, 
April  1,  1933.  Brown  shirt  SA  men  stood  outside 
Jewish  businesses  and  shops,  and  admonished  cus¬ 
tomers  against  entering. 

As  a  warning  to  Jews  abroad  to  go  easy  on  Nazi 
Germany,  the  boycott  failed,  of  course.  It  just 
enraged  the  international  Jewish  community  even 
more.  At  the  time,  and  ever  since,  the  Nazis  were 
effectively  rapped  on  the  knuckles  for  that  boycott. 
It  was  Goebbels  who  organized  that  boycott,  even 
though,  if  you  read  his  diary,  you  can  get  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  Hitler  authorized  it,  sanctioned  it,  and 
possibly  even  suggested  it.  But  there’s  no  doubt  at 
all  in  my  mind  that  this  is  another  case  of  Goebbels 
having  an  idea,  of  putting  it  into  effect,  and  then 
playing  a  trick  by  writing  in  his  diary  that  he’d  got¬ 
ten  Hitler’s  approval  in  advance.  He  had  already 
done  something  like  this  in  1932,  when  he  rail¬ 
roaded  Hitler  into  an  unsuccessful  election  cam¬ 
paign  for  Reich  President  against  Paul  von 
Hindenburg.  In  his  diary  he  rather  implies  that  Hit¬ 
ler  asked  him  to  go  ahead  with  it  and  sanctioned  it 
in  advance.  We  see  exactly  the  same  phenomenon  in 
November  1938:  the  “Night  of  Broken  Glass.” 

Yet  even  in  1932-1933,  he  was  still  somewhat 
ambivalent  in  his  feelings  about  the  Jews.  He  could 
still  split  his  sides  with  laughter,  as  he  writes  in  his 
diary  on  May  16,  1933,  at  a  nightclub  listening  to 
Jewish  comedian  Otto  Wallburg.  This  same  Otto 
Wallburg  later  died  in  Auschwitz.  So  there  you  have 
the  whole  of  the  tragedy  of  Jews  and  the  Third 
Reich  encapsulated  in  one  man’s  fate.  (You  notice  I 
used  the  word  “died.”  I  didn’t  say  he  was  gassed  or 
was  killed  or  murdered  at  Auschwitz.  He  died.  We 
don’t  know  how  he  died  —  it’s  tragic  enough  that  he 
did.) 

The  Nazi  campaign  against  the  Jews  included 
Goebbels’  systematic  campaign  to  remove  them 
from  the  theater,  art  and  music.  He  argued  that  the 
Jews  tried  to  dominate,  and  that  this  was  not  for  the 
general  good  of  the  community.  There  was  an  outcry 
from  the  artists  themselves,  of  course.  For  example, 


the  internationally  renowned  conductor  of  the  Ber¬ 
lin  Philharmonic,  Wilhelm  Furtwangler,  bravely 
defended  fellow  conductor  Otto  Klemperer  and 
other  Jewish  artists.  In  a  letter  to  Furtwangler 
(which  was  published  in  The  New  York  Times,  April 
16,  1933),  Goebbels  wrote:  “Those  of  Jewish  blood 
who  have  real  ability  should  be  free  to  exercise  their 
art,  but  they  must  not  rule.” 

Jews  began  a  campaign  of  assassination  against 
Nazis  in  February  1936,  when  David  Frankfurter 
shot  Wilhelm  Gustloff,  leader  of  the  Nazi  party  in 
Switzerland.  Then,  in  November  1938,  another  Jew, 
Herschel  Grynszpan,  assassinated  Ernst  vom  Rath, 
a  young  diplomat  at  the  German  embassy  in  Paris. 
These  incidents  further  contributed  to  Goebbels’ 
perception  of  the  international  Jewish  community, 
namely,  that  Jews  would  stop  at  nothing  to  get  back 
at  the  Nazis.  All  his  previous  Jewish  enemies,  such 
as  Dr.  Weiss,  expecting  short  shrift  from  the  Nazis, 
had  emigrated  from  Germany.  Some  went  to  Pra¬ 
gue,  some  to  Paris,  some  to  London,  and  others  to 
the  United  States  —  from  where  they  camp;  igned 
against  Nazi  Germany. 

Hitler’s  ‘Final  Solution’ 

On  April  11,  1938,  the  diary  records  a  very  inter¬ 
esting  conversation  in  which  Hitler  reveals  to  him 
for  the  first  time  that  his  “Final  Solution”  of  the 
Jewish  problem  is  to  deport  the  world’s  Jews,  partic¬ 
ularly  those  in  Germany  and  in  Europe,  to  some  far¬ 
away  country,  possibly  Madagascar.  Hitler  swore  by 
the  Madagascar  solution.  Even  in  July  1942,  two 
months  after  the  island  country  had  been  occupied 
by  the  British,  Hitler  is  still  saying  that  Madagas¬ 
car  is  the  ideal  solution. 

In  June  1938,  two  months  later,  Goebbels  begins 
an  anti-Jewish  campaign  of  his  own.  Six  months 
before  “Crystal  Night,”  Goebbels  and  Berlin’s  police 
chief,  Count  von  Helldorff,  decided  between  them  to 
start  a  campaign  of  systematic  harassment  of  the 
city’s  Jews.  Even  after  the  Nazis  came  to  power,  the 
number  of  Jews  continued  to  increase  in  Berlin, 
which  didn’t  please  Goebbels  at  all.  Berlin  was  his 
city,  and  yet  the  Jews  still  had  considerable  pres¬ 
ence  and  economic  clout.  The  only  way  to  reverse 
the  trend,  he  told  the  police  chief,  is  to  start  hound¬ 
ing  and  harassing  them. 

In  the  University  of  Princeton  library  there’s  a 
file  called  the  Adolf  Hitler  papers,  which  consists  of 
documents  relieved  in  1945  by  an  American  soldier 
from  Hitler’s  apartment  in  Munich.  It  contains  a 
June  1938  letter  from  Goebbels  to  Hitler,  reporting 
on  this  campaign  of  harassment.  All  the  Jews  in 
Berlin  had  their  motor  cars  called  in  for  inspection: 
most  of  them  were  found  to  be  unroadworthy,  and 
they  were  ordered  off  the  roads.  They  also  had  their 
telephones  cut  off.  Berlin’s  Jews  were  subjected  to 
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In  these  pages  from  his  diary,  Goebbels  writes  about  the  outbreak  of  the  German-Polish  conflict  in  1939. 
During  the  final  weeks  of  the  war,  Goebbels  had  his  diary  photographically  recorded  in  reduced  size  on 
glass  plates,  a  new  Agfa  process  that  was  an  early  form  of  microfiche.  At  the  end  of  the  war,  Soviet  Russian 
troops  seized  these  plates,  which  remained  suppressed  in  Moscow  for  45  years.  (From  Irving’s  forthcoming 
biography,  Dr.  Goebbels:  His  Life  and  Death.) 


all  sorts  of  petty  police  harassment  such  as  this.  It’s 
very  similar  to  what  is  happening  now  in  Germany 
to  revisionists  —  harassing  people  within  the  law, 
rather  the  way  your  [United  States]  government 
suddenly  inflicts  a  tax  audit  on  someone  who  is 
politically  incorrect. 

‘Crystal  Night1 

The  key  event  in  this  whole  story  was,  of  course, 
the  “Crystal  Night”  (“. Kristallnacht ”),  or  “Night  of 
Broken  Glass”  in  1938.  Here  the  Goebbels  diary 
must  be  treated  with  the  utmost  caution.  It  began 
on  November  7,  1938,  with  the  assassination  of  a 
German  diplomat  in  Paris  by  a  Polish  Jew,  Herschel 
Grynszpan.  News  of  the  shooting  triggered  a  num¬ 
ber  of  small  scale  anti-Jewish  outbreaks  all  over 
Germany,  which  Goebbels  noted  in  his  diary  with¬ 
out  at  first  paying  any  special  attention  to  them. 
However,  when  news  reached  him  of  the  young  dip¬ 
lomat’s  death,  two  days  later,  it  truly  outraged  him. 
It  came  while  he  was  with  Hitler  at  a  meeting  in 


Munich,  commemorating  the  annual  Nazi  party 
anniversary  of  the  failed  “Beer  Hall  Putsch”  of 
November  9,  1923. 

After  Hitler  had  left  the  meeting,  Goebbels  came 
to  the  podium  to  announce  the  death  of  the  German 
diplomat.  He  also  reported  to  the  assembled  Gaule¬ 
iters  on  the  anti-Jewish  incidents  that  had  already 
broken  out,  describing  them  as  manifestations  of  a 
“spontaneous”  public  outrage.  Goebbels  said,  in 
effect:  “A  Jew  has  fired  a  shot.  A  German  has  died. 
Obviously  our  people  will  be  outraged  about  this. 
This  is  not  the  time  to  rein  in  that  outrage.”  We  have 
two  or  three  independent  sources  for  what  he  said 
that  evening,  including  the  report  by  the  British 
consul  in  Munich,  who  very  quickly  learned  of  the 
speech  and  reported  it  to  London.  This  report  is  now 
in  the  British  archives. 

Describing  the  evening’s  events,  Goebbels  writes 
in  his  diary  that,  after  his  brief  speech:  “Everyone 
makes  a  beeline  for  the  telephones.”  He  adds:  “Now 
the  public  will  take  action.”  An  interesting  turn  of 
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phrase,  he  creates  an  image  of  men  in  brown  uni¬ 
forms  and  swastika  arm  bands  reaching  out  to  tele¬ 
phones  to  relay  orders  all  over  Germany. 

The  orders  were  that  the  Aktion  (operation)  was 
to  be  carried  out  by  SAmen  in  plain  clothes,  and  the 
police  were  not  to  intervene.  There  was  to  be  no 
bloodshed  and  no  harm  done  to  anyone  unless,  of 
course,  Jews  offered  armed  resistance,  in  which 
case  they  should  expect  short  shrift.  ‘There  is  to  be 
no  looting,”  stormtroopers  in  Kiel  were  told. 
“Nobody  is  to  be  roughed  up.  Foreign  Jews  are  not 
to  be  touched.  Meet  any  resistance  with  firearms. 
The  Aktion  is  to  be  carried  out  in  plain  clothes  and 
must  be  finished  by  five  a.m.” 

The  result  was  the  Night  of  Broken  Glass,  one  of 
Germany’s  darkest  nights.  Hundreds  if  not  thou¬ 
sands  of  Jewish  shops  were  destroyed.  About  150 
synagogues  were  burned  to  the  ground,  including 
six  or  seven  in  Berlin.  The  following  morning  the 
news  was  that  38  Jews  had  been  murdered.  On  Hit¬ 
ler’s  orders,  20,000  Jews  were  rounded  up  and  tem¬ 
porarily  held  in  concentration  camps. 

After  the  overnight  reports  had  come  in,  Goeb- 
bels  sums  up  the  object  of  the  exercise  in  a  heart¬ 
less,  unrepentant  diary  entry:  “As  was  to  be 
expected,  the  entire  nation  is  in  uproar.  This  is  one 
dead  man  who  is  costing  the  Jews  dear.  Our  darling 
Jews  will  think  twice  in  future  before  simply  gun¬ 
ning  down  German  diplomats.” 

In  the  archives  I  found  a  document  dated  the 
next  day,  November  10,  which  shows  quite  clearly 
that  some  kind  of  order  had  actually  been  issued. 
That  morning  Goebbels  sent  the  following  message 
to  all  42  Nazi  party  propaganda  officials  ( Gaupropa - 
gandaleiter)  at  the  provincial  level:  ‘The  anti-Jew- 
ish  Aktionen  [operations]  must  now  be  called  off 
with  the  same  rapidity  with  which  they  were 
launched.  They  have  served  their  desired  and  antic¬ 
ipated  purpose.”  These  are  the  key  lines  in  this  doc¬ 
ument,  I  think,  because  they  do  imply  that  an  order 
had  been  issued  the  day  before.  We  don’t  have  that 
earlier  document,  but  references  to  it  were  made 
during  the  postwar  interrogation  of  one  or  two  of  the 
Gauleiters,  and  there’s  also  a  hint  in  his  diary  that 
he  had  given  certain  orders  the  previous  day. 

Goebbels  had  to  issue  this  second  order  calling 
off  the  Aktionen  because,  as  we  now  know  (a  mem¬ 
ber  of  Hitler’s  private  staff  confirmed  it  to  me),  Hit¬ 
ler  was  furious  when  he  heard,  during  the  night, 
about  the  anti-Jewish  outbreaks.  Throughout  the 
night,  telephone  calls  came  in  reporting  synagogues 
blazing  across  Germany.  Hitler  sent  for  Himmler 
and  asked:  “What  the  hell  is  going  on  here,  Reichs- 
fiihrer ?”  Himmler  replied:  “Send  for  Goebbels,  he 
knows.”  Hitler  summoned  Goebbels  and  raked  him 
over  the  coals.  The  following  morning  Goebbels 
wrote  in  his  diary:  “I  went  to  see  the  Fiihrer  at  11 


o’clock,  and  we  discussed  what  to  do  next.”  You  can 
just  imagine  what  kind  of  conversation  took  place 
between  Hitler  and  Goebbels.  Of  course,  Goebbels 
isn’t  going  to  write  in  his  diary  “the  Fiihrer  called 
me  a  bloody  idiot  for  having  started  what  I  did  last 
night”  —  that’s  not  the  kind  of  diary  he  kept. 
Instead,  he  wrote  a  one-line  entry  to  remind  himself 
that  he  did  have  to  go  to  see  the  Fiihrer.  What  he  did 
next  was  to  issue  the  November  10  order  calling  for 
an  immediate  stop  to  all  the  anti-Jewish  Aktionen. 

Here,  I’m  afraid,  I  have  to  disagree  with  our  col¬ 
league  Ingrid  Weckert;  but  if  a  revisionist  can’t 
revise  another  revisionist,  I  don’t  know  what  a  revi¬ 
sionist  is.  Weckert  rather  exonerates  Dr.  Goebbels 
from  any  blame  for  the  “Crystal  Night.”  [See  Weck- 
ert’s  book,  Flashpoint,  published  by  the  IHR,  and 
her  article,  “‘Crystal  Night’  1938,”  in  the  Summer 
1985  Journal .] 

However,  there  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  on 
that  night,  having  gotten  the  news  that  the  German 
diplomat  died,  Goebbels  —  incautiously,  impru¬ 
dently,  and  out  of  a  sheer  sense  of  mischief  — 
ordered  the  Gauleiters  to  go  out  and  start  raising 
hell  against  the  Jews.  And,  of  course,  it  got  out  of 
hand. 

Even  then,  Goebbels  didn’t  realize  the  extent  to 
which  the  world’s  press  would  seize  on  this  incident. 
Few  of  the  top  Nazis  had  ever  travelled  outside  of 
Germany.  They  didn’t  realize  what  the  foreign  press 
was  like.  They  didn’t  realize  that  outside  Germany, 
then  as  now,  there  are  societies  that  look  on  German 
actions  with  a  certain  degree  of  wonderment  and 
bafflement.  The  foreign  press  seized  on  this  extraor¬ 
dinary  incident,  which  in  the  over-heated  political 
climate  of  1938  Germany  might  have  seemed  little 
more  than  an  extension  of  a  street  fight.  But  in 
peaceful  democracies  this  kind  of  thing  just  didn’t 
go  on.  From  Berlin,  reporters  sent  back  horrific 
accounts  to  England,  to  the  United  States  and  to  the 
other  free  countries. 

Ribbentrop,  the  German  Foreign  Minister,  was 
one  of  those  most  scandalized  by  what  Goebbels  had 
done.  Himmler  was  furious.  Goring  went  to  Hitler 
and  demanded  that  Goebbels  be  dismissed  for  this 
outrage.  Goebbels  had  an  appalling  time  trying  to 
repair  the  damage  that  he  had  done.  It  is  baffling 
why  Hitler  tolerated  what  Goebbels  had  done.  Hit¬ 
ler  told  Ribbentrop,  “I  need  this  man  because  I  have 
other  things  in  mind,  and  I  am  going  to  need  a  pro¬ 
paganda  minister  of  the  caliber  of  Dr.  Goebbels.” 
This  can  be  the  only  explanation  why  he  turned  a 
blind  eye  to  Goebbels’  blooper,  and  it  doesn’t  speak 
very  highly  of  Hitler. 

Years  later,  in  July  1944,  when  he  was  pleading 
to  be  put  in  charge  of  Germany’s  “total  war”  mobili¬ 
zation  effort,  Goebbels  wrote  this  mea  culpa  to  Hit¬ 
ler:  “I  know  that  I’ve  caused  you  many  a  private 
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worry  in  the  20  years  I’ve  been  with  you,  particu¬ 
larly  in  1938  and  1939.”  Although  Hitler  does 
appoint  him  commissioner  of  total  war,  this  is  a  very 
important  admission.  Obviously  between  Hitler  and 
Goebbels  at  that  time  there  was  colossal  personal 
strain.  It  wasn’t  just  because  of  his  affair  in  1936- 
1938  with  Lida  Baarova,  the  Czech  actress.  (She  is 
now  80  years  old,  still  a  lady  of  great  beauty,  and  liv¬ 
ing  in  Salzburg.  I  went  to  interview  her  a  few 
months  ago.)  Rather,  it  was  undoubtedly  the  grief 
that  Goebbels  had  caused  Hitler  by  Kristallnacht. 

Changes  After  the  Outbreak  of  War 

When  war  broke  out  in  1939,  Jewish  leader 
Chaim  Weizmann,  president  of  both  the  World  Zion¬ 
ist  Organization  and  the  “Jewish  Agency,”  made  the 
tactical  mistake  of  declaring  war  on  Germany  in  the 
name  of  the  entire  Jewish  people  around  the  world. 
This  was  a  crucial  error  because  —  as  Professor 
Ernst  Nolte  and  some  other  historians  have  argued 
—  it  somewhat  justified  what  the  Nazis  then  did  to 
the  Jews:  the  Jews  declared  war  on  Germany  and 
Germany  declared  war  on  the  Jews.  [The  text  of 
Weizmann’s  declaration,  along  with  an  interview 
with  Prof.  Nolte,  and  a  review  of  his  recent  book,  are 
in  the  Jan.-Feb.  1994  Journal,  pp.  15-22,  37—41.] 

During  a  visit  to  Poland  in  June  1934,  Goebbels 
had  visited  the  Jewish  ghetto  in  Warsaw.  He 
recorded  his  impression  in  his  diary:  “Stinking  and 
filthy.  The  Ostjuden.  There  they  are.”  Five  years 
later,  after  the  defeat  of  Poland  in  1939,  he  visited 
another  Jewish  ghetto  in  that  country,  this  time  the 
one  in  Lodz.  He  was  just  as  shocked  by  what  he  saw, 
writing  in  his  diary:  “Our  task  isn’t  a  humanitarian 
one,  but  a  surgical  one.  Otherwise  one  day  Europe 
will  succumb  to  the  Jewish  pestilence.” 

After  once  again  setting  eyes  on  these  Jewish 
“specimens,”  the  idea  came  to  him  to  begin  making 
anti-Jewish  films.  The  result  was  the  three  infa¬ 
mous  anti-Jewish  films  made  by  the  Nazis.  Interest¬ 
ing,  isn’t  it?  Of  the  approximately  one  thousand 
motion  pictures  made  by  the  Nazis  during  their 
entire  twelve  years  in  power,  just  three  were  anti- 
Jewish:  ‘The  Rothschilds,”  “The  Eternal  Jew”  and 
“Jud  Suss”  (‘The  Jew  Suess”).  These  three  films  — 
the  last  two  going  down  in  propaganda  history  — 
were  very  much  part  of  Goebbels’  broad-front  attack 
on  the  Jews.  And  yet,  how  many  anti-German  films 
has  Hollywood  made  in  revenge?  It  doesn’t  bear 
counting. 

“Jud  Suss,”  which  starred  some  of  the  Third 
Reich’s  best  movie  actors,  told  the  story  of  Joseph 
Siiss-Oppenheimer,  an  18th  century  “Court  Jew” 
financier  who  was  able  to  rob  the  Duchy  of  Wurt- 
temberg  on  a  Robert  Maxwellian  scale,  and  who 
ends  up  being  publicly  hanged  —  to  the  general 
plaudits  of  the  citizens. 


To  my  mind,  ‘The  Eternal  Jew”  is  the  most  insid¬ 
ious  of  the  three  because,  as  a  documentary,  it  pur¬ 
ported  to  show  Jews  as  they  were.  On  Goebbels’ 
orders  Jews  were  filmed  in  the  ghettos  of  Poland,  at 
their  most  profane  and  their  most  contemptible.  He 
wanted  yards  and  yards  of  footage  showing  Jews  as 
caricatures.  With  this  he  mingled  footage  of  rats 
invading  bags  of  wheat  and  grain.  Concluding  the 
film,  in  one  of  its  two  versions,  was  an  appalling, 
stomach-churning  scene,  filmed  in  close-up,  of  Jew¬ 
ish  ritual  slaughter  of  cattle.  This  was  appended  to 
the  end  of  the  film  in  what  I  think  was  a  rather 
crude  and  vulgar  tactic.  So  two  versions  of  “The 
Eternal  Jew”  were  made  —  one,  with  the  ritual 
slaughter  scene,  for  adults,  and  a  second,  cleaned  up 
version,  for  children  and  others  with  weaker  stom¬ 
achs.  But  even  the  knowledge  that  there  was  a 
stronger  version  had  a  propaganda  effect  on  people. 

Germany  Must  Perish 

In  March  1941,  Goebbels  visited  the  “Warthe- 
gau,”  a  portion  of  Poland  that  was  incorporated  into 
the  German  Reich.  After  a  meeting  there  with  the 
local  Gauleiter,  Arthur  Greiser,  Goebbels  recorded 
in  his  diary:  ‘There  has  been  all  manner  of  liquidat¬ 
ing  going  on  here,  particularly  of  the  Jewish  gar¬ 
bage.  That’s  got  to  be.” 

A  crucial  episode  in  the  “Final  Solution,”  as  far 
as  Goebbels  is  concerned  —  and  this  has  been  very 
little  highlighted  —  came  in  1941  with  the  publica¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States  of  a  strange  little  book, 
Germany  Must  Perish,  by  an  American  named  The¬ 
odore  N.  Kaufman.  In  it,  Kaufman  —  who  was,  pre¬ 
sumably,  a  Jew  —  recommends  the  castration  of  the 
entire  German  people,  so  that  the  Germans  would 
literally  perish  within  one  generation.  “Germany 
must  perish  forever!,”  wrote  Kaufman.  “In  fact  — 
not  in  fancy.”  Published  at  a  time  when  the  United 
States  was  still  officially  not  at  war  against  Ger¬ 
many,  this  book  was  given  respectful,  even  lauda¬ 
tory  attention  by  Time  magazine,  The  Washington 
Post,  and  other  periodicals. 

Goebbels  seized  with  delight  on  this  nasty  pro¬ 
paganda  diatribe  against  the  German  people,  with 
all  its  Freudian  undertones.  ‘This  Jew  [Kaufman] 
has  done  a  disservice  to  the  enemy,”  Goebbels  com¬ 
mented.  “If  he  had  composed  the  book  at  my  behest 
he  couldn’t  have  done  a  better  job.” 

Goebbels  looked  into  the  feasibility  of  having  a 
million  copies  of  a  German  translation  printed  up 
and  distributed  to  German  soldiers.  He  shelved  the 
project  because  his  lawyers  pointed  out  that  the 
project  would  violate  US  copyrights.  You  may  laugh 
but,  as  he  wrote  in  his  diary,  the  reasoning  was  that 
if  Germany  violated  American  copyrights,  America 
might  feel  justified  in  violating  Germany’s  very 
valuable  copyrights.  He  had  to  wait  another  few 
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months  until  certain  historical  events  in  Hawaii 
resulted  in  American  copyrights  not  being  so  valu¬ 
able  after  all. 

Kaufman’s  book  figures  in  Goebbels’  diary  as 
being  the  turning  point  that  justified,  in  his  mind, 
adopting  a  much  more  radical  solution  to  the  Jewish 
problem. 

In  August  1941,  he  went  to  show  Hitler  Germany 
Must  Perish  in  translation,  and  persuaded  him  to 
agree  to  a  plan  by  which  every  German  Jew  would 
be  fitted  out  with  a  yellow  Star  of  David  badge  with 
the  word  Jude.  Goebbels  argued  that  the  Jews  had 
to  be  tagged,  and  Hitler  agreed.  It’s  interesting  to 
note  —  and  this  can’t  be  emphasized  enough  —  that 
again  and  again  it’s  Goebbels  who  goes  to  Hitler 
with  radical  plans,  and  Hitler  agrees.  It’s  never  Hit¬ 
ler  initiating  these  plans.  This  is  true  even  when  the 
diary  appears  to  indicate  otherwise,  as  in  the  case  of 
Kristallnacht  and  other  episodes  when,  for  reasons 
of  politics  and  posterity,  Goebbels  felt  it  necessary  to 
write:  “The  Fiihrer  fully  endorsed  what  I  had  done.” 


Germany 
Must  Perish 


BY  THEODORE  N.  KAUFMAN 
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Title  page  of  Germany  Must  Perish,  by  Theodore 
N.  Kaufman,  a  Manhattan-born  Jewish  business¬ 
man  who  was  chairman  of  the  “American  Feder¬ 
ation  of  Peace.”  In  this  1941  book,  Kaufman 
outlines  a  plan  for  the  systematic  sterilization  of 
the  entire  German  population.  This  genocidal 
work  was  given  respectful  reviews  in  the  Ameri¬ 
can  press.  Typical  was  the  one  in  Time  magazine, 
March  24,  1941,  which  called  Kaufman’s  plan  a 
“sensational  idea.” 


I  have  to  point  out  that  we  are  reading  the  diary 
of  a  Propaganda  Minister,  a  master  dissembler 
whose  diary  has  frequently  been  found  to  be 
untrustworthy  on  earlier  occasions.  And  when  deal¬ 
ing  with  what  he  writes  about  a  man  such  as  Hitler, 
who  is  dead  and  can’t  defend  himself,  you  have  to  be 
extra  careful.  It  may  stick  in  the  craw  of  other  his¬ 
torians  when  I  say  this,  but  it  doesn’t  matter  if  the 
man  is  Hitler  or  Roosevelt  or  Stalin:  If  he’s  not  here 
to  defend  himself  you  have  to  be  ten  times  more 
careful  when  trying  to  write  the  truth.  That’s  why 
I’ve  been  additionally  careful  in  evaluating  the 
diary  of  Dr.  Goebbels. 

During  a  visit  to  the  Eastern  front  in  November 
1941,  Goebbels  toured  the  German-occupied  Baltic 
states  —  Lithuania,  Latvia  and  Estonia.  On  this 
occasion  as  well,  he  viewed  the  ghettos.  In  Lithua¬ 
nia  he  spent  a  whole  afternoon  touring  the  Jewish 
ghetto  in  Kaunas  (Kovno),  and  wrote  disapproving 
passages  in  his  diary  about  what  he  found  there.  As 
he  records,  Goebbels  was  also  told  that  the  Jews  in 
the  Baltic  states  had  been  massacred  on  a  colossal 
scale,  not  by  the  Germans  but  by  the  Lithuanians 
and  Latvians  themselves,  even  as  the  German 
troops  arrived,  in  revenge  for  what  the  Jews  had 
done  to  them  during  the  year  of  Bolshevik  terror  fol¬ 
lowing  the  Soviet  Russian  takeover  in  June  1940. 

When  German  troops  arrived  in  the  Baltic 
states,  they  found  that  the  local  Jews  had  largely 
fled  or  been  evacuated.  The  Germans  then  decided 
to  evacuate  the  German  Jews  to  these  Baltic  terri¬ 
tories.  I  don’t  know  why  they  hit  on  this  mad  solu¬ 
tion,  because  if  the  Baltic  peoples  themselves  didn’t 
like  their  own  Jews,  these  territories  certainly 
weren’t  going  to  be  very  safe  for  foreign  Jews.  But 
the  Germans  didn’t  really  care. 

Goebbels  and  Speer 

It  may  surprise  you  to  learn  that  the  prime 
mover  behind  the  evacuation  of  Berlin’s  Jews  was 
less  Dr.  Goebbels  than  that  great  hero  of  the  post¬ 
war  media,  Albert  Speer.  If  you  read  Speer’s  genu¬ 
ine  diary,  not  the  sanitized  one  he  gave  to  the 
German  Federal  Archives,  but  his  genuine  diary, 
you’ll  find  that  from  early  1941,  when  he  was  chief 
of  construction  for  Berlin,  he  makes  repeated  refer¬ 
ences  to  the  “Main  Resettlement  Department” 
(“ Hauptabteilung  Umsiedlung”),  which  he  con¬ 
trolled. 

You  see,  Speer  — -  who  was  a  close  friend  of  Goeb¬ 
bels  and  his  wife  —  had  been  given  the  task  of 
rebuilding  Berlin  —  a  fine  and  appropriate  task  for 
an  ambitious  young  architect  with  great  vision,  and, 
it  has  to  be  said,  also  great  ability.  In  order  to 
rebuild  Berlin,  though,  he  had  first  to  clear  slums, 
and  this  required  that  he  house  the  slum-dwellers 
elsewhere.  So,  wanting  to  clear  the  Jewish  areas  of 
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west  Berlin,  he  persuaded  Goebbels  to  start  a  cam¬ 
paign  to  drive  the  Jews  out  of  the  city,  and  thus 
empty  their  apartments.  Speer  had  his  eye  on  some¬ 
thing  like  24,000  Jewish  houses  and  apartments  in 
Berlin. 

In  early  1941,  Speer  and  Goebbels,  each  for  rea¬ 
sons  of  his  own,  together  started  this  campaign  to 
drive  the  Jews  from  the  city.  Goebbels,  who  was 
Gauleiter  of  Berlin,  wanted  to  have  his  city  “free  of 
Jews,”  and  Speer  wanted  to  clear  out  those  24,000 
apartments  so  that  he  could  rebuild  Berlin. 

So,  trainload  by  trainload,  Jews  were  shipped 
out  of  Berlin  to  anywhere  —  nobody  really  cared. 
The  chiefs  of  police,  Kurt  Daluege  and  Helldorff 
joined  in  because  they  were  pals  of  Goebbels.  Only 
occasionally  did  Goebbels  have  to  get  approval  from 
Hitler,  in  broad  general  terms,  for  yet  another  oper¬ 
ation  against  the  Jews.  We  know  how  many  Jews 
were  in  those  trains  —  there  were  about  130  train¬ 
loads  altogether  —  because  in  almost  every  case  we 
know  exactly  how  many 
Jews  were  loaded  onto 
each  train. 

We  know  the  exact 
route  and  destination  of 
those  trains  because,  by 
some  quirk  of  historical 
fate,  the  actual  rail 
records  have  survived. 

They  show  that  there 
were  around  a  thousand 
Jews  per  trainload  — 
sometimes  as  few  as 
about  650  passengers, 
sometimes  as  many  as 
1030.  The  first  of  these 
trainloads  left  Berlin  on 
October  18,  1941  —  to 

the  plaudits  of  Speer  and  Goebbels.  These  rail 
deportations  were  irregular  because  this  was  a  low 
priority  program.  At  a  time  when  German  troops 
were  fighting  a  desperate  battle  outside  Moscow, 
rail  rolling  stock  and  rail  networks  were  needed, 
above  all,  for  munitions,  supplies,  troop  reinforce¬ 
ments,  wounded  soldiers,  hospital  trains,  and  all 
the  rest.  But  whenever  they  could,  Goebbels  and 
Speer  would  deport  another  trainload  of  Jews. 

Single  Jews  with  no  families  were  the  first  to  be 
rounded  up  and  deported.  If  the  family  had  a  “priv¬ 
ileged”  member  —  for  example,  a  Jew  who  had  mar¬ 
ried  a  non-Jew,  or  a  Jewish  man  who  was  working 
in  a  munitions  factory  —  that  one  member  saved 
the  entire  family.  Jews  who  weren’t  privileged  in 
some  way  were  liable  to  be  picked  up  without  warn¬ 
ing,  allowed  only  40  kilograms  of  baggage,  put  on  a 
train  and  shipped  out. 

In  one  particular  case,  we  know  that  a  trainload 
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of  1030  Jews  left  Berlin  on  November  27, 1941,  des¬ 
tined  for  Riga,  Latvia.  It’s  recorded  in  the  Speer 
diary  and  in  the  Goebbels  diary.  It  arrived  at  a  place 
called  Skiatowa,  eight  kilometers  outside  Riga,  on 
the  morning  of  November  30, 1941,  in  the  midst  of  a 
mass  extermination.  So  these  newly-arrived  Jews 
were  taken  along  with  local  Riga  Jews,  lined  up 
along  pits,  and  shot. 

That  very  day,  Heinrich  Himmler  went  to  see 
Hitler  at  his  headquarters.  In  my  book  Hitler’s  War 
[in  the  1991  Focal  Point  edition,  between  pages 
506-507],  you’ll  find  a  facsimile  of  Himmler’s  own 
handwritten  notes  of  his  telephone  conversations  on 
that  day,  when  he  made  a  couple  of  phone  calls  from 
Hitler’s  headquarters.  One  note  records  a  call  at 
1:30  p.m.,  Nov.  30,  1941,  to  Gestapo  chief  Reinhard 
Heydrich.  It  reads:  “Jew  transport  from  Berlin.  No 
liquidation.” 

Until  I  found  these  bundles  of  telephone  notes, 
not  one  historian  in  the  world  had  bothered  to  read 
them  or  quote  them.  They  were  written  in  old-fash¬ 
ioned  handwriting,  you  see,  and  the  German  histo¬ 
rians  rather  like  to  have  the  documents  they  consult 
printed,  especially  in  the  Nuremberg  bound  vol¬ 
umes,  and  even  better,  with  illustrations.  They  don’t 
like  reading  old  German  handwriting. 

What’s  the  explanation  for  Himmler’s  words 
here?  My  theory  is  that  he  may  have  said  to  Hitler: 
“Mein  Fiihrer,  I’ve  got  a  bit  of  a  problem  housing 
these  Jews  we’re  shipping  out  of  Berlin.  Why  don’t 
we  just  bump  them  off?,”  and  Hitler  probably 
answered:  “Out  of  the  question.”  So  Himmler  sends 
a  frantic  message  to  Heydrich,  saying  they’re  not  to 
be  liquidated.  But  it’s  too  late,  they’re  already  dead 
—  the  whole  trainload.  We  know  this  because  we 
have  the  timetable  of  what  happened  that  day. 

On  March  5,  1942,  Goebbels  received  a  report 
from  Heydrich  about  guerilla  warfare  in  the  occu¬ 
pied  east.  Blaming  the  Jews  for  this  as  well,  he  com¬ 
ments: 

It  is  therefore  understandable  that  many  of 
them  must  pay  with  their  lives  for  this.  Any¬ 
way,  in  my  view  the  more  Jews  who  are  liqui¬ 
dated  the  more  consolidated  the  situation  in 
Europe  will  be  after  the  war.  Let  there  be  no 
phony  sentimentalism  about  it.  The  Jews  are 
Europe’s  misfortune.  They  must  somehow  be 
eliminated  otherwise  we  are  in  danger  of  being 
eliminated  by  them. 

Here  I  want  to  mention  something  that  I’m 
always  very  adamant  about.  Although  we  revision¬ 
ists  say  that  gas  chambers  didn’t  exist,  and  that  the 
“factories  of  death”  didn’t  exist,  there  is  no  doubt  in 
my  mind  that  on  the  Eastern  front  large  numbers  of 
Jews  were  massacred,  by  criminals  with  guns  —  SS 
men,  Ukrainians,  Lithuanians,  whatever  —  to  get 
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One  of  the  three  anti-Jewish  films  made  during  the 
Third  Reich  era  was  “Jud  Suss”  (“The  Jew  Suss”), 
which  was  based  on  the  life  of  Joseph  Siiss-Oppen- 
heimer,  a  powerful  “Court  Jew”  in  18th  century  Ger¬ 
many.  This  advertisement  announcing  the  premiere 
of  the  Terra  film  production  appeared  in  the  Berlin 
weekly  Daa  Reich,  Sept.  29,  1940.  An  ad  for  Coca- 
Cola  (“Already  recognizable  in  the  bottle”) 
appeared  directly  below. 

rid  of  them.  They  were  made  to  line  up  next  to  pits 
or  ditches,  and  then  shot.  The  eyewitness  accounts 
I’ve  seen  of  this  are  genuine  and  reliable. 

Wannsee  Conference 

In  late  1941  Heydrich  sent  a  message  to  all  the 
relevant  ministers  and  state  secretaries  calling 
them  to  a  high-level  conference  on  the  Jewish  ques¬ 
tion.  This  is  the  famous  Wannsee  Conference,  which 
took  place  on  January  20,  1942,  at  a  villa  in  subur¬ 
ban  Berlin.  There  the  officials  discussed  how  to  deal 
with  all  the  administrative  problems  of  large-scale 
transportations  of  Jews.  There’s  no  reference  to  kill¬ 
ing  Jews,  not  even  an  indication,  anywhere  in  the 
Conference  record. 

Goebbels  was  not  present  at  that  meeting 
because  the  invitation  that  was  sent  to  the  Propa¬ 
ganda  Ministry  was  addressed  to  Leopold  Gutterer, 
the  Ministry  State  Secretary  and  Goebbels’  number 
two  man.  Gutterer  is  still  alive,  age  92.  I  went  to 
interview  him  two  or  three  times  before  I  was 
banned  from  Germany  (on  November  9,  1993).  He 
told  me  he  never  got  the  Wannsee  meeting  invita¬ 
tion,  that  it  was  probably  intercepted  by  Werner 
Naumann,  who  was  his  rival  on  Goebbels  staff. 

Although  Goebbels  did  not  hear  in  advance  of 
the  meeting,  you’ll  find  in  Goebbels’  diary  —  in  his 
entry  of  March  7,  1942  —  that  a  copy  of  the  well- 
known  Wannsee  Conference  protocol  was  sent  to 
him.  Nobody  else  has  spotted  this. 

There  were  still  eleven  million  Jews  in  Europe, 
Goebbels  dictated  on  that  day,  accurately  summa¬ 
rizing  the  document.  “For  the  time  being  they  are  to 
be  concentrated  in  the  east  [until]  later;  possibly  an 
island  like  Madagascar  can  be  assigned  to  them 
after  the  war.”  It  all  raised  a  host  of  “delicate  ques¬ 
tions,”  he  added.  “Undoubtedly  there  will  be  a  mul¬ 
titude  of  personal  tragedies,”  he  wrote  airily,  “But 
this  is  unavoidable.  The  situation  now  is  ripe  for  a 
final  settlement  of  the  Jewish  question.” 

More  chilling  is  another  diary  entry  a  few  weeks 
later.  On  March  27,  1942,  Goebbels  dictates  a 
lengthy  passage  about  another  SS  document  that 
had  been  submitted  to  him,  and  which  appears  to 
have  been  much  uglier  in  its  content.  “Beginning 
with  Lublin,”  he  states,  “the  Jews  are  now  being 
deported  eastward  from  the  General  Government 
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[occupied  Poland].  The  procedure  is  pretty  barbaric 
and  one  that  beggars  description,  and  there’s  not 
much  left  of  the  Jews.  Broadly  speaking  one  can 
probably  say  that  60  percent  of  them  will  have  to  be 
liquidated,  while  only  40  percent  can  be  put  to 
work.” 

It’s  a  very  ugly  passage,  and  it’s  easy  to  link  this 
diary  passage  with  everything  we’ve  seen  in  the 
movies  and  on  television  since  then.  He’s  describing 
“Schindler’s  List”  here  —  or  is  he?  I  don’t  know.  All 
he’s  actually  saying  here  is  that  the  Jews  are  having 
a  pretty  rigorous  time.  They’re  being  deported,  it’s 
happening  in  a  systematic  way,  and  not  many  of 
them  are  going  to  survive  it. 

When  I  visited  the  Hoover  Institution  library  in 
Stanford,  California,  to  see  the  portion  of  the  origi¬ 
nal  Goebbels  diary  that  they  have  there,  this  was 
the  first  page  I  asked  to  see.  And  when  I  was  in  the 
Moscow  archives  to  examine  the  glass  plate  copy  of 
the  diary,  this  was  also  the  first  plate  I  searched  for. 
I  knew  that  if  the  diary  had  actually  been  copied  by 
the  Nazis  in  Berlin,  and  the  glass  plate  version  in 
Moscow  matches  the  text  in  the  Hoover  library, 
there’s  no  way  anyone  could  have  faked  it.  And 
there  it  is  on  the  glass  plate  in  Moscow,  identical.  As 
a  final  clincher,  this  portion  was  also  microfilmed  in 
1947  in  New  York  from  the  text  that  is  held  by  the 
Hoover  library.  So  there  are  three  different  indica¬ 
tions  that  this  is  a  genuine  quotation  from  a  genu¬ 
ine  Goebbels  document. 

The  conclusion  I  draw  therefore  is  that,  between 
them,  Speer  and  Goebbels  started  a  ruthless  cam¬ 
paign  in  1941  to  drive  out  and  deport  the  Jews  from 
Berlin  —  Goebbels  for  political  reasons,  and  out  of 
sheer  visceral  hatred  of  the  Jews,  and  Speer  for  the 
more  mundane  reasons  of  real  estate  and  ambition. 
They  didn’t  really  care  what  happened  to  the  Jews. 

Even  so,  we  must  put  all  this  in  the  context  of  the 
brutal  war  being  fought  on  the  Eastern  front  at  the 
time,  in  which  neither  side  was  giving  the  other  any 
quarter.  By  this  time  (March  1942)  we  British  had 
just  begun  bombing  German  towns  on  a  ruthless 
scale.  The  devastating  aerial  bombardment  of 
Liibeck,  for  example,  came  just  two  days  after  this 
diary  entry.  It’s  not  difficult  to  imagine  Dr.  Goebbels’ 
attitude:  “So  what  if  Jews  are  being  machine- 
gunned  into  pits?  They  had  it  coming  to  them.  They 
declared  war  on  us,  and  this  is  no  time  for  sympathy 
and  sentiment.”  That’s  the  way  he  may  well  have 
looked  at  it. 

By  this  time,  ugly  rumors  were  already  circulat¬ 
ing  abroad,  fuelled  by  British  propaganda.  The  Lon¬ 
don  Daily  Telegraph  quoted  Polish  claims  that 
seven  thousand  of  Warsaw’s  Jews  were  being  killed 
each  day,  often  in  what  it  called  “gas  chambers.” 
One  of  Goebbels’  worried  civil  servants  responded 
by  telexing  a  request  for  information  to  Hans 


Frank’s  press  office  in  Krakow  and  to  the  propa¬ 
ganda  field  office  in  Warsaw.  The  reassuring  reply 
spoke  of  the  Jews  being  used  to  construct  defences 
and  roads.  Be  that  as  it  may,  in  Goebbels’  files  the 
original  press  report,  which  had  merely  summa¬ 
rized  the  British  newspaper  item,  was  rubber- 
stamped  Geheime  Reichssache,  “Secret  Reich  Mat¬ 
ter.” 

How  much  did  Goebbels  know?  Among  his  sur¬ 
viving  files  are  papers  suggesting  a  broad  general 
knowledge  of  atrocities.  One  is  from  a  large  collec¬ 
tion  of  original  Goebbels’  papers  on  file  at  the  Jew¬ 
ish  Yivo  institute  in  New  York. 

Reporting  to  Goebbels  on  November  11, 1942,  his 
legal  expert,  Dr  Hans  Schmidt-Leonhardt,  whom  he 
had  sent  to  inspect  conditions  in  Hans  Frank’s  Pol¬ 
ish  dominions,  noted  that  the  Warsaw  police  had 
deemed  it  too  dangerous  to  visit  the  ghetto  there;  in 
the  Krakow  ghetto  he  had  found  all  the  Jews  put  to 
work;  in  Lublin  the  ghetto  had  already  been  cleared 
away,  and  there  were  now  bloody  disturbances.  “As 
a  Geheime  Reichssache,”  reported  the  legal  special¬ 
ist,  “Frank  related  to  us  the  following  characteristic 
recent  instance:  ...”  But  whatever  this  was  we  can¬ 
not  know,  because  a  shocked  member  of  Goebbels’ 
staff  cut  off  the  rest  of  the  page. 

This  is  something  that  you  have  to  look  for,  this 
“top  secret”  endorsement.  By  contrast,  the 
Auschwitz  documents  found  in  the  Moscow  archives 
by  French  researcher  Jean-Claude  Pressac  have  no 
“secret”  classification  whatsoever.  But  this  docu¬ 
ment,  with  its  missing  half  page,  tells  me  that  Goeb¬ 
bels  knew  damn  well  that  something  ugly  was 
probably  happening  on  the  Eastern  front,  and  that 
he  didn’t  want  members  of  his  staff  asking  awkward 
questions,  so  he  had  part  of  the  page  torn  off  and 
locked  away  in  his  safe. 

I  sometimes  wonder  what  his  stenographer, 
Richard  Otte,  must  have  thought  about  the  man 
whose  words  he  transcribed  day  by  day  for  this 
diary. 

So  there  are  the  facts  about  Dr.  Goebbels  and  the 
“final  solution.”  If  we’re  looking  for  a  culprit,  if  we’re 
looking  for  a  criminal  behind  the  “final  solution”  or 
the  “Holocaust,”  whatever  it  was,  for  the  man  who 
started  it  in  motion,  then  it  was  undoubtedly  Dr. 
Goebbels  first  and  foremost.  Not  Julius  Streicher, 
not  Adolf  Hitler,  nor  any  of  the  other  Nazis.  Goeb¬ 
bels  was  the  moving  force,  and  the  brain  behind  it 
in  every  sense  of  the  word.  We  still  don’t  know  if  he 
knew  what  exactly  happened  at  the  other  end,  but 
then  this  isn’t  surprising,  because  we  ourselves 
don’t  know  either. 


He  that  answereth  a  matter  before  he  heareth  of 
it,  it  is  folly  and  shame  unto  him. 

—  Proverbs  18:13 
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Goebbels’  Place  in  History 


Mark  Weber 


No  other  name  is  so  firmly  associated  with  the 
term  propaganda,  conjuring  lies  and  deceit, 
than  that  of  Dr.  Joseph  Goebbels.  But  the  pop¬ 
ular  image  of  this  man,  particularly  in  the  United 
States,  is  a  crude  caricature. 

Following  his  birth  in  1897  in  Rheydt,  a 
medium-size  city  in  the  German  Rhineland,  Paul 
Joseph  Goebbels  was  raised  in  a  solidly  middle- 
class,  staunchly  Roman  Catholic  family. 

Although  physically  unimpressive  and  handi¬ 
capped  (one  leg  was  shorter  than  the  other),  he  was 
gifted  with  intelligence,  a  quick  tongue  and  a  melo¬ 
dious  voice.  He  excelled  in  his  studies.  After  a  rigor¬ 
ous  Gymnasium  “humanistic”  education,  he  studied 
at  several  German  universities,  receiving  a  doctor¬ 
ate  from  Heidelberg  University  in  1921. 

After  an  unsuccessful  effort  to  find  employment 
as  a  writer  for  major  national  daily  papers,  and  a 
nine-month  stint  working  at  a  bank  in  Cologne,  he 
became  an  activist  in  the  fledgling  National  Social¬ 
ist  Party,  and  served  as  editor  of  two  party  periodi¬ 
cals,  the  weekly  Volkische  Freiheit  (“National 
Freedom”)  and,  later,  of  NS-Briefe  (“NS  Letters”). 

With  pronounced  working  class  sympathies,  and 
even  some  pro-Communist  sentiments,  during  this 
period  he  was  known  as  a  member  of  the  Party’s 
“left  wing.” 

In  1926,  Hitler  appointed  him  Gauleiter  for  Ber¬ 
lin.  He  lost  no  time  taking  firm  control  of  the  small 
and  feuding  Party  organization  there,  and  infusing 
it  with  new  dynamism.  Goebbels  threw  himself  into 
his  task,  quickly  proving  himself  a  master  organizer 
and  public  speaker.  As  part  of  his  ceaseless  efforts  in 
Germany’s  most  important  city,  in  July  1927  he 
started  his  own  newspaper,  Der  Angriff  (“The 
Attack”). 

Goebbels’  faced  an  uphill  battle  because  he 
aimed,  above  all,  to  win  support  from  the  city’s 
working  class  population  —  which  overwhelmingly 
supported  the  Marxist  Social  Democratic  and  Com¬ 
munist  parties  —  while  at  the  same  time  not  alien¬ 
ating  middle  class  voters. 

This  strategy  was  perhaps  most  severely  tested 
during  the  1932  Berlin  transport  workers  strike, 
which  paralyzed  the  great  city’s  bus,  elevated  rail¬ 


way  and  subway  systems.  Only  the  National  Social¬ 
ists  and  the  Communists  supported  the  workers  in 
their  strike  against  the  city  government,  which  was 
controlled  by  the  Social  Democratic  party.  The 
result  was  an  odd  temporary  “Nazi-Commie”  alli¬ 
ance  that  alarmed  many  middle  class  Germans. 

Goebbels  missed  no  opportunity  for  humor,  sar¬ 
casm  or  mockery.  When  the  Social  Democratic  gov¬ 
ernment  banned  the  wearing  of  uniforms  by  the 
Party’s  brownshirted  stormtroopers  —  its  paramili¬ 
tary  citizens  militia  —  Goebbels  mocked  the  ban  by 
having  the  men  march  in  public,  costumed  in  stove¬ 
pipe  hats,  paper  caps,  and  similar  items. 

Another  stunt  he  organized  was  a  “debate”  with 
Chancellor  Heinrich  Briining.  Because  Briining 
refused  to  participate,  Goebbels  “debated”  an  empty 
chair,  responding  —  in  Rush  Limbaugh  style  —  to  a 
phonograph  recording  of  a  speech  by  the  Chancellor. 
With  wit  and  sarcasm,  Goebbels  “ironed  flat”  his  col¬ 
orless  opponent  —  to  roars  of  laughter  from  the 
mass  audience. 

Berliners  loved  such  audacious  spectacles,  and 
showed  their  appreciation  at  the  ballot  box.  In  May 
1928  Goebbels  was  elected  as  a  deputy  to  the  Ger¬ 
man  parliament  ( Reichstag ),  and  six  months  later 
was  elected  to  the  city  council. 

In  1929  Hitler  named  him  director  of  propa¬ 
ganda  for  the  entire  National  Socialist  party,  a 
demanding  post  of  considerable  responsibility.  In 
spite  of  formidable  and  sometimes  violent  opposi¬ 
tion  —  Party  speakers  were  routinely  banned,  for 
example,  and  Hitler’s  voice  was  not  permitted  on 
German  radio  —  the  National  Socialist  movement 
grew  rapidly  during  this  period.  By  1932  Hitler’s 
Party  had  become  Germany’s  most  important,  with 
by  far  the  largest  faction  in  the  Reichstag. 

The  Party’s  vast  propaganda  and  publishing 
empire  —  supervised  by  Goebbels  —  included  120 
daily  or  weekly  newspapers  regularly  read  by  about 
a  million  people  across  the  country. 

With  a  distinctly  youthful  leadership,  the 
National  Socialist  movement  was  especially  popu¬ 
lar  among  younger  Germans.  For  example,  by  the 
time  Hitler  became  Chancellor,  National  Socialists 
had  already  swept  the  student  council  elections  in 
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German  universities. 

On  January  30,  1933,  President  Paul  von  Hin- 
denburg  named  Hitler  as  Chancellor,  entrusting  the 
43-year-old  former  First  World  War  corporal  with 
responsibility  for  governing  an  economically  devas¬ 
tated  nation  on  the  verge  of  civil  war. 

Six  weeks  after  the  National  Socialist  “seizure  of 
power,”  the  35-year-old  Goebbels  was  named  “Reich 
Minister  for  Propaganda  and  Popular  Enlighten¬ 
ment.”  In  this  position,  and  as  President  of  the 
“Reich  Culture  Chamber”  ( Reichskulturkammer ), 
he  exercised  wide  control  over  Germany’s  radio, 
film,  newspapers,  periodical  press  and  book  pub¬ 
lishing,  as  well  as  over  the  nation’s  cultural  life. 

During  the  first  years  of  the  Second  World  War, 
1939  to  1942,  Goebbels’ job  as  Propaganda  Minister 
was  relatively  easy.  With  an  almost  unbroken  string 
of  German  and  Axis  military  victories,  maintaining 
public  morale  was  not  difficult.  His  greatest  chal¬ 
lenge  came  during  the  final  two  years  of  the  war,  as 
Germany’s  armies  suffered  ever  more  terrible  mili¬ 
tary  reverses,  her  great  cities  crumbling  into  ruins 
under  a  growing  storm  of  British-American  bomb¬ 
ings,  and  with  utter  defeat  looming. 

It  was  during  this  period  that  Goebbels’  most 
dramatically  proved  his  skill  as  a  master  molder  of 
public  opinion.  In  spite  of  the  drastically  worsening 
situation  —  both  militarily  and  on  home  front  —  he 
largely  succeeded  in  maintaining  public  morale, 
confidence  in  Hitler’s  leadership,  and  even  hope. 

Although  German  historian  Helmut  Heiber 
paints  a  highly  critical  and  generally  unflattering 
portrait  in  his  biography,  Goebbels  (New  York:  Haw¬ 
thorn,  1972),  at  the  same  time,  he  acknowledges 
Goebbels’  talents  and  strengths. 

He  notes: 

[Goebbels]  was  able,  until  the  very  last  minute, 
to  encourage  and  exploit  a  blind  trust  in  Hitler 
and  his  genius.  It  is  indeed  one  of  the  macabre 
phenomena  of  the  Third  Reich  that  even  in 
their  country’s  agony  the  mass  of  the  German 
people  remained  docile  and  faithful  to  Hitler’s 
banner  ...  In  spite  of  everything  they  had  expe¬ 
rienced,  they  kept  the  faith,  [p.  133] 

After  the  great  defeat  at  Stalingrad  in  early  Feb¬ 
ruary  1943,  Goebbels  was  the  first  official  forth¬ 
rightly  to  acknowledge  the  seriousness  of  the  peril 
that  faced  the  nation  and  Europe,  and  frankly  to 
concede  that  Germany  could  lose  the  war. 

Probably  the  best  known  of  his  wartime 
speeches  was  his  brilliantly  crafted  “Total  War” 
address  of  February  18, 1943.  Masterfully  delivered 
to  a  large  audience  in  Berlin’s  Sportpalast  hall,  it 
was  broadcast  on  national  radio  and  excerpts  were 
shown  in  the  weekly  “ Deutsche  Wochenschau”  news¬ 
reel. 


On  the  morning  of  June  22,  1941,  Dr.  Goebbels 
broadcasts  to  the  world  the  news  that  Germany 
has  struck  against  Soviet  Russia.  He  explains  his 
government’s  reasons  for  the  attack,  the  largest- 
scale  military  offensive  in  history  to  that  time. 

Speaking  in  the  aftermath  of  the  Stalingrad 
catastrophe,  Goebbels  stressed  the  grim  truth  that 
catastrophic  defeat  was  a  real  possibility,  and  con¬ 
cluded  with  a  rousing  call  for  national  mobilization. 
(Germany’s  national  economy  was  still  operating  on 
a  largely  peacetime  basis,  with  factories  turning  out 
a  vast  array  of  non-essential  consumer  goods.) 

An  enormous  banner  proclaimed  the  rally’s  slo¬ 
gan:  “Total  War,  Shortest  War.” 

Goebbels’  frankness  and  even  courage  won  him 
a  measure  of  popular  admiration.  Writes  Heiber: 

He  understood  the  value  of  admitting  reverses 
and  even,  now  and  then,  errors;  his  readiness 
to  be  thus  “candid”  was  a  kind  of  knowledge¬ 
able  wink  at  his  audience  —  “Look,  I  take  you 
seriously.  Let’s  be  frank  with  one  another”  — 
and  enabled  him  to  ensnare  them  all  the  more. 
The  result  was  that  later  on,  after  1943,  after 
he  had  borrowed  ...  the  “blood,  sweat  and 
tears”  theme  of  Churchill,  people  were  ready  to 
believe  in  the  ray  of  hope  which  he  astutely  let 


January  /  February  1995 


19 


shine  through  the  somber  coloring  of  his 
speeches,  [p.  134] 

“As  other  influential  Nazis  began  to  creep  into 
their  shells,”  comments  Heiber,  “Goebbels  could 
dare  to  appear  before  a  mob  and  not  only  gain  a 
hearing,  but  even  arouse  faith  and  hope  ...”  [p.  134] 


Joseph  Goebbels  (right)  with  armaments  minis¬ 
ter  Albert  Speer  (left)  and  labor  leader  Robert 
Ley  at  a  mass  meeting  in  Berlin  in  1943  to  honor 
outstanding  workers. 

As  the  war  dragged  on,  Goebbels’  front-page  edi¬ 
torial  essays  in  the  weekly  paper  Das  Reich  played 
an  increasingly  important  role  in  sustaining  public 
morale.  They  were  widely  reprinted  and  routinely 
read  over  the  radio.  “His  articles  in  Das  Reich,” 
acknowledges  Heiber,  “were  indeed  excellent,  bril¬ 
liantly  written,  and  full  of  bright  ideas  ...”  [p.  235] 
Heiber  also  notes: 

Goebbels’  articles  were  carefully  worked  out 
more  than  a  week  before  they  were  to  appear, 
written  in  excellent,  polished  German,  stylisti¬ 
cally  enjoyable  and  relatively  discriminating  in 
content:  often  they  seemed  illumined  by  the 
lofty  wisdom  of  a  great  thinker.  Their  very 
titles  were  reminiscent  of  philosophical  trea¬ 
tises:  “On  the  Meaning  of  War,”  “The  Essential 
Nature  of  the  Crisis,”  “On  the  Work  of  the 
Spirit,”  “On  Speaking  and  Being  Silent,”  ‘The 
Indispensability  of  Freedom,”  “About  National 
Duty  in  War.”  ...It  is  all  very  well  turned  and 
very  solid.  These  articles  made  an  impression, 
and  Goebbels  knew  it.  [  p.  252  ] 

Regrettably,  little  of  what  Goebbels  wrote  and 
said  during  the  latter  war  years  —  when  he  was  at 


the  peak  of  his  powers  —  has  been  translated  into 
English. 

One  of  Goebbels’  greatest  wartime  propaganda 
achievements  was  his  exploitation  of  the  Katyn 
massacre  story.  In  April  1943,  the  Germans  discov¬ 
ered  at  Katyn,  near  Smolensk  in  occupied  Russia,  a 
mass  grave  of  thousands  of  Polish  officers  who  had 
been  taken  prisoner  by  the  Soviets  in  1939,  and  shot 
by  Soviet  secret  police  in  April  1940. 

On  Goebbels’  orders,  German  newspapers  and 
magazines  devoted  great  attention  to  the  story,  giv¬ 
ing  it  weeks  of  detailed,  often  front-page  coverage. 
His  astute  treatment  of  the  story  contributed  signif¬ 
icantly  to  a  major  Allied  political  defeat  —  a  break 
in  relations  between  the  Soviet  government  and  the 
Polish  government-in-exile.  (Meanwhile,  American 
and  British  officials  and  newspapers  backed  the 
Soviet  lie  that  Germans  were  responsible  for  the 
atrocity.) 

In  addition  to  his  work  as  the  nation’s  chief  pro¬ 
pagandist,  during  the  war  Goebbels  took  on  ever 
greater  organizational  and  policy-making  responsi¬ 
bilities,  playing  an  increasingly  important  role  in 
keeping  the  nation’s  industrial  and  social  machin¬ 
ery  functioning. 

In  February  1942,  Hitler  entrusted  him  with 
special  authority  to  oversee  assistance  to  people 
ravaged  in  Allied  air  attacks  —  a  post  that  was  to 
assume  ever  greater  importance  as  the  aerial  bom¬ 
bardment  of  Germany  steadily  escalated. 

In  the  summer  of  1944,  Hitler  named  him  “Reich 
Plenipotentiary  for  the  Total  War  Mobilization.” 
Thus,  during  the  final  catastrophic  months  of  the 
war  Goebbels  —  along  with  Armaments  Minister 
Albert  Speer  —  directed  Germany’s  human  and 
material  resources  for  maximum  war  production, 
while  simultaneously  continuing  somehow  to  oper¬ 
ate  the  nation’s  electric  power  and  water  plants, 
transportation  and  telephone  systems,  food  and  fuel 
supply  networks,  public  schools,  radio  broadcasting 
and  daily  newspaper  publishing. 

This  organizational  feat  of  keeping  essential 
social  and  community  services  functioning,  while  at 
the  same  time  maintaining  and  even  sharply 
increasing  armaments  production  —  in  spite  of  dev¬ 
astating  aerial  bombardment  and  an  ever  worsen¬ 
ing  military  situation  —  is  an  achievement  without 
historical  parallel. 

“We  have  become  a  people  on  the  defensive,” 
Goebbels  wrote  in  Das  Reich  of  Feb.  11,  1945  — 
eleven  weeks  before  the  end.  “We  work  and  we  fight, 
we  wander,  we  leave  our  homes,  we  suffer  and 
endure,  and  we  do  all  this  with  a  silent  dignity 
which,  in  the  end,  will  arouse  the  admiration  of  the 
entire  world.  Europe  may  well  be  happy  that  it  still 
possesses  such  a  people.  Today  this  people  is  the  sal¬ 
vation  of  Europe.  Tomorrow,  therefore,  it  will  be 
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Europe’s  pride.” 

His  final  radio  address,  broadcast  over  what 
remained  of  a  tattered  network,  was  delivered  on 
April  19,  1945.  As  he  had  done  every  year  since 
1933,  he  spoke  on  the  eve  of  Hitler’s  birthday. 

Even  on  this  occasion,  when  the  terrible  end  was 
glaringly  obvious  to  all,  Goebbels  still  spoke  with 
eloquent,  controlled  passion,  frankly  acknowledg¬ 
ing  the  supreme  gravity  of  the  situation  while 
inspiring  hope.  He  had  not  lost  his  ability  to  rouse 
his  countrymen  with  fervor  as  well  as  a  certain 
seeming  nobility. 


From  the  balcony  of  his  Propaganda  Ministry 
building  in  Berlin,  Goebbels  on  Nov.  12,  1944, 
addresses  newly  swom-in  members  of  the  Volka- 
sturm,  a  citizens’  “home  guard.”  This  was  part  of 
a  last  desperate  attempt  to  prevent  Germany’s 
total  defeat  at  the  hands  of  the  Allies.  Across  the 
building  a  banner  proclaims:  “The  Volksaturm 
Fights  for  the  Life  and  Freedom  of  Greater  Ger¬ 
many!” 

“Do  not  let  yourself  be  disconcerted  by  the  world¬ 
wide  clamor  that  will  now  begin,”  he  urged  in  a  let¬ 
ter  written  to  his  stepson  just  days  before  his  death. 
“There  will  come  a  day,  when  all  the  lies  will  col¬ 
lapse  under  their  own  weight,  and  truth  will  again 
triumph.” 

In  his  final  testament  written  just  hours  before 
he  took  his  life,  Hitler  named  Goebbels  as  his  suc¬ 
cessor  as  Chancellor  —  a  tribute  to  steadfast  loyalty 
even  to  the  bitter  end.  But  Goebbels  held  this  empty 
position  for  just  a  few  hours.  After  he  and  his  wife 
had  their  six  children  put  to  death,  and  with  Soviet 
troops  just  a  few  hundred  yards  away,  on  the 
evening  of  May  1,  1945,  Joseph  and  Magda  Goeb¬ 
bels  ended  their  lives  in  the  courtyard  outside  the 
Fiihrerbunker. 

Contrary  to  popular  belief,  Goebbels  was  suc¬ 
cessful  as  a  propagandist  not  because  he  was  a  mas¬ 


ter  of  the  “Big  Lie,”  but  rather  as  a  result  of  his 
fidelity  to  facts  and  truth. 

As  biographer  Heiber  notes: 

Goebbels  was  accordingly  able  to  celebrate  his 
information  policy  as  being  not  only  superior  to 
the  enemy’s  in  its  monolithic  character,  but 
also  of  a  “seriousness  and  credibility”  which 
“simply  cannot  be  surpassed.”  The  boast  could 
be  made  with  some  justification:  Seen  in  the 
long  view,  Goebbels  preached,  the  best  propa¬ 
ganda  is  that  which  does  no  more  than  serve 
the  truth.”  [p.  254] 

“Goebbels’  real  lies,  his  conscious  lies,  always 
pertained  to  mere  detail  ...,”  writes  Heiber.  “Goeb¬ 
bels’  lies  were  more  in  the  nature  of  those  equivoca¬ 
tions  and  evasions  by  which  government  spokesmen 
everywhere  seek  to  ‘protect’  the  ‘national  interest’.” 
[pp.  134,  135] 

It  is  also  common  to  imagine  that,  however 
skilled,  Goebbels  was  little  more  than  a  clever 
ranter  who  won  support  from  his  countrymen  by 
appealing  to  base  feelings  of  envy,  revenge,  conceit 
and  arrogant  pride. 

This  view,  which  implicitly  demeans  Germans  as 
a  nation  of  emotional  and  mental  cripples,  is  espe¬ 
cially  widespread  in  the  United  States.  If  he  thinks 
about  it  at  all,  the  typical  American  imagines  that  if 
he  had  been  living  in  Third  Reich  Germany,  he 
would  not  have  “fallen”  for  Goebbels’  “obvious”  lies. 

Such  a  self-flattering  view  is  based  on  ignorance. 
In  his  classic  study,  Propaganda  (New  York:  Alfred 
A.  Knopf,  1968;  Vintage,  1973  [p.  54]),  French 
scholar  Jacques  Ellul  pointed  out  that  Goebbels’ 
postwar  image  is  itself  a  propaganda  distortion: 

There  remains  the  problem  of  Goebbels’  repu¬ 
tation.  He  wore  the  title  of  Big  Liar  (bestowed 
by  Anglo-Saxon  propaganda)  and  yet  he  never 
stopped  battling  for  propaganda  to  be  as  accu¬ 
rate  as  possible.  He  preferred  being  cynical  and 
brutal  to  being  caught  in  a  lie.  He  used  to  say: 
“Everybody  must  know  what  the  situation  is.” 

He  was  always  the  first  to  announce  disastrous 
events  or  difficult  situations,  without  hiding 
anything.  The  result  was  a  general  belief 
between  1939  and  1942  that  German  commu¬ 
niques  not  only  were  more  concise,  clearer  and 
less  cluttered,  but  were  more  truthful  than 
Allied  communiques  (American  and  neutral 
opinion)  —  and,  furthermore,  that  the  Ger¬ 
mans  published  all  the  news  two  or  three  days 
before  the  Allies.  All  this  is  so  true  that  pinning 
the  title  of  Big  Liar  on  Goebbels  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  quite  a  propaganda  success. 
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Major  French  Magazine  Acknowledges 
Auschwitz  Gas  Chamber  Fraud 


One  of  France’s  most  influential  and  reputable 
magazines,  L’Express,  now  acknowledges  that 
“everything  is  false”  about  the  Auschwitz  “gas 
chamber”  that  for  decades  has  been  shown  to  tens  of 
thousands  of  tourists  yearly. 

“Auschwitz:  The  Memory  of  Evil,”  a  lengthy  arti¬ 
cle  by  journalist  and  historian  Eric  Conan,  a  dedi¬ 
cated  anti-revisionist,  appears  in  the  January  19- 
25,  1995,  issue,  pages  54-73  (and  in  the  Jan.  26 
international  edition).  L’Express  is  a  liberal  large- 
circulation  weekly  news  magazine,  similar  in  for¬ 
mat  to  Time  or  Newsweek. 

L’Express  also  reports  that,  after  a  five-year  bat¬ 
tle  among  the  “experts,”  Polish  president  Lech 
Walesa  has  decided  that  the  new,  revised  number  of 
dead  to  be  inscribed  on  the  Birkenau  monument 
will  be  1,500,000.  (For  years  the  monument  pro¬ 
claimed  4,000,000  Auschwitz  deaths.) 

Generally  speaking,  writes  Conan,  there  have 
been  many  obvious  falsifications  in  the  Auschwitz 
and  Birkenau  camp  sites.  Stefan  Wilkanowicz,  vice- 
president  of  the  International  Committee  of  the  Pol¬ 
ish  government’s  Auschwitz  State  Museum  (and 
director  of  an  influential  Polish  Catholic  periodical), 
says: 

The  biggest  blunders  have  been  rectified  but 
the  principal  discussions  are  never-ending  and 
far  from  being  settled.  I  can  even  say  that 
essential  debates,  distressing,  sometimes 
unexpected,  are  only  beginning. 

About  the  famous  “gas  chamber”  in  the 
Auschwitz  I  camp,  Conan  writes: 

In  1948,  when  the  Museum  was  created,  Cre¬ 
matory  I  was  reconstructed  in  a  supposed  orig¬ 
inal  state.  Everything  in  it  is  false  [Tout  y  est 
faux]:  the  dimensions  of  the  gas  chamber,  the 
locations  of  the  doors,  the  openings  for  pouring 
in  Zyklon  B,  the  ovens  (rebuilt  according  to  the 
recollections  of  some  survivors),  the  height  of 
the  chimney.  At  the  end  of  the  70s,  Robert  Fau- 
risson  exploited  those  falsifications  all  the  bet¬ 
ter  because  at  that  time  the  Museum  officials 
balked  at  admitting  them.  An  American  revi¬ 


sionist  [David  Cole]  has  just  shot  a  video  in  the 
gas  chamber  (still  presented  as  authentic):  one 
may  see  him  questioning  the  visitors  with  his 
“revelations”  [Emphasis  added.] 

In  spite  of  this,  Conan  goes  on  to  report,  there 
are  no  plans  to  alter  anything  there.  With  regard  to 
the  famous  “gas  chamber,”  a  staff  member  of  the 
Museum  directors’  office,  Krystyna  Oleksy,  says: 
“For  the  time  being  we  are  going  to  leave  it  in  the 
present  state,  and  not  give  any  specifics  to  the  visi¬ 
tors.  It  is  too  complicated.  We’ll  see  later  on.” 

Victory  for  Revisionism 

This  feature  article  in  a  leading  French  maga¬ 
zine  is  a  great  victory  for  Holocaust  revisionism.  On 
a  key  point,  L’Express  now  acknowledges,  the  revi¬ 
sionists  have  been  right  all  along. 

In  fact,  the  magazine  concedes  a  point  that  revi¬ 
sionists  have  been  legally  penalized  for  making.  Dr. 
Robert  Faurisson,  Europe’s  foremost  revisionist 
scholar,  was  heavily  fined  after  repeating  it  on 
numerous  occasions  during  his  “thought  crime”  tri¬ 
als  in  France.  (Will  the  French  government  now 
prosecute  LExpress  magazine  and  journalist  Conan 
for  their  revisionist  Holocaust  views?) 

In  May  1992  a  German  court  fined  David  Irving 
10,000  marks  (about  $6,000)  for  publicly  saying 
what  L’Express  now  openly  admits.  (See:  “Irving 
Fined  $6,000  in  German  ‘Gas  Chamber’  Trial,”  IHR 
Newsletter,  July-Aug.  1992,  pp.  3-4.) 

The  court  punished  the  British  historian 
because  he  had  told  a  Munich  meeting  in  April  1990 
that  the  structure  in  Auschwitz  that  has  been  por¬ 
trayed  for  decades  to  tourists  as  an  extermination 
gas  chamber  is  a  phony  reconstruction  (“. Attrappe ”), 
just  like  the  one  at  Dachau. 

Irving  was  found  guilty  of  thus  “disparaging  the 
memory  of  the  dead,”  a  crime  in  Germany  that  effec¬ 
tively  applies  only  to  Jewish  victims.  In  the  case  the 
Judge  refused  to  consider  any  of  the  evidence  pre¬ 
sented  by  Irving’s  attorneys,  including  a  plea  to  per¬ 
mit  Dr.  Franciszek  Piper,  Senior  Curator  and 
archives  director  of  the  Auschwitz  State  Musueum, 
to  testify  in  the  case. 
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Faurisson’s  Comment 


Dr.  Faurisson  comments  on  Conan’s  article: 

Clearly,  the  Auschwitz  propagandists  are  at  a  loss. 
Oleksy’s  statement  is  an  important  vindication  of  the 
revisionist  position.  Every  visitor  of  the  Auschwitz  “gas 
chamber”  should  confront  the  guides  {or,  if  possible, 
Museum  officials)  with  these  sentences  by  Oleksy. 

During  a  September  1 992  interview  with  American 
revisionist  David  Cole,  Auschwitz  Museum  Curator 
Piper  said,  “so  now  this  gas  chamber  [at  Auschwitz  I]  is 
very  similar  to  this  one  which  existed  in  1941-1942.” 

As  Conan  knows,  already  in  1 976  I  demonstrated 
the  falsehood  of  this  entire  story  by  questioning 
Museum  official  Jan  Machalek,  and  by  finding  in  the 
Auschwitz  Museum  files  original  plans  clearly  showing 
that,  in  fact,  the  alleged  “gas  chamber”  was,  between 
October  7,  1941,  and  August  31,  1943,  a  room  with  a 
single  entrance  where  dead  bodies  awaiting  cremation 
were  stored. 

If  Museum  officials  now  wish  to  rebuild  the  room  as 
it  was  during  the  war,  they  will  have  to  fill  in  the  south¬ 
east  doorway.  After  doing  so,  though,  they  would  no 
longer  be  able  to  explain  how  the  alleged  victims 
entered  the  "gas  chamber”  for  gassing.  I  do  not  think  the 
officials  would  dare  contend  that  the  victims  entered  by 
way  of  the  door  of  the  ovens  room. 

For  details  on  these  points,  see  what  I  published  in 
Serge  Thion’s  1 980  book  Verite  historique  ou  verite  poli¬ 
tique?  La  question  des  chambres  k  gaz,  pp.  316-317. 1 
have  also  repeatedly  mentioned  the  story  of  that  “recon¬ 
structed”  gas  chamber  in  The  Journal  of  Historical 
Review  (see,  for  instance,  Winter  1 981  issue,  p.  335),  as 
well  as  during  the  1985  and  1988  Zundel  trials  in  Tor¬ 
onto  (see,  for  instance,  1985  Trial,  Transcript,  pp.  2364- 
2366).  Even  as  early  as  1968,  Olga  Wormser-Migot 
wrote  in  her  book  Le  Systeme  concentrationnaire  nazi 
(p.  157)  that  the  Auschwitz  I  camp  was  “without  a  gas 
chamber.”  In  1985,  Raul  Hilberg  stated  under  oath  dur¬ 
ing  the  first  Zundel  trial  in  Toronto  (Transcript,  p.  774), 
and  Pierre  Vidal-Naquet  wrote  in  L'Allemagne  nazie  et 
le  genocide  juif  (pp.  510,  516,  n.  94),  what  Franciszek 
Piper  said  to  Cole  in  1992.  Jean-Claude  Pressac  told 
the  same  story  in  his  1989  book,  Auschwitz:  Technique 
and  Operation  of  the  Gas  Chambers  (pp.  108,  123, 
133). 

In  his  L’Express  article,  Conan  mentions  Jean- 
Claude  Pressac’s  1993  book,  Les  Crematoires 
dAuschwitz.  Among  the  fantastic  number  of  “dossiers” 
and  articles  recently  published  in  French  newspapers 
and  magazines  in  connection  with  the  50th  anniversary 
of  the  camp's  liberation,  this  article  may  perhaps  be  the 
only  one  to  mention  that  book.  Pressac’s  ambivalence 
has  become  an  embarrassment  for  the  “extermination- 
ists.”  For  instance,  his  estimate  in  Les  Crematoires 
dAuschwitz  (1993)  of  total  Auschwitz  deaths  was 
775,000  (rounded  up  to  800,000),  and  in  the  1994  Ger¬ 
man  edition  he  further  reduced  this  to  between  630,000 
and  710,000  (of  whom,  he  asserts,  470,000  to  550,000 
were  “gassed”  Jews). 


The  Expose  that  Shatters  the  Myth 
of  Pope  Pius  XH’s 
Complicity  in  the  Holocaust 
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Author  Henri  Roques’  doctoral  thesis  made  world 
headlines  in  1986  when,  for  the  first  time  in  the  nearly 
eight-century  history  of  French  universities,  a  duly 
awarded  doctorate  was  revoked  by  government  order. 

What  Roques  had  done  was 
produce  a  closely  argued  thesis 
that  struck  at  the  very  roots  of 
the  Holocaust  story’s  credibility 
by  challenging  the 
“confessions”  of  SS  officer  Kurt 
Gerstein. 

For  the  first  time,  the 
accusations  of  Gerstein— the 
enigmatic,  twisted  Third  Reich 
functionary  who  claimed  to 
have  witnessed  mass  gassings 
of  Jews  in  1942— were 
subjected  to  thorough  critical  review.  Roques’  stunning 
conclusion:  not  only  are  Gerstein’s  allegations  of  a  mass 
extermination  of  Jews,  and  a  Roman  Catholic  cover-up 
of  the  slaughter  grolmdless,  but  postwar  academics 
have  deliberately  manipulated  and  falsified  key  parts  of 
Gerstein’s  tortured  testimony. 

An  indispensable  resource  for  scholar  and  layman 
alike,  The  ‘Confessions’  of  Kurt  Gerstein  provides 
transcripts  and  translations  of  all  six  versions  of 
Gerstein’s  story,  as  well  as  photocopies  of  the  originals; 
a  searching  examination  of  both  the  authenticity  and 
credibility  of  the  “confessions”;  and  numerous 
documents  and  records  which  have  never  before  been 
published. 

Had  I  been  a  member  of  the  jury,  I  would  probably 
have  given  a  grade  of  "Very  good"  to  Mr.  Roques'  thesis. 

—Michel  de  Bouard,  Institut  de  France 

. .  .From  now  on  researchers  will  have  to  take  his 
work  Into  account. . . 

—Alain  Decaux,  Academe  Franfaise 

The  ‘Confessions’  of  Kurt  Gerstein  by  Henri  Roques 
Translated  from  the  French  by  Ronald  Percival 
Softcover  •  318  pp.  •  Index,  Charts  *$11+  $2.50  postage 
ISBN  0-939484-27-7 
Available  from 
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Major  Holocaust  Polls  Show  Built-In  Bias 

Growing  Skepticism  of  Extermination  Claims  Indicated 


Greg  Raven 


In  April  1993,  just  days  before  the  opening  of  the 
US  Holocaust  Memorial  Museum,  newspapers 
across  the  country  reported  “chilling”  and  “star¬ 
tling”  news:  22  percent  of  American  adults  surveyed 
in  a  major  public  opinion  poll  said  they  thought  it 
was  possible  that  “the  Nazi  extermination  of  the 
Jews”  never  took  place. 

An  additional  twelve  percent  of  adult  respon¬ 
dents  in  the  survey  —  sponsored  by  the  American 
Jewish  Committee  and  conducted  by  the  Roper 
organization  —  said  they  did  not  know  if  it  was  pos¬ 
sible  or  impossible.  (See,  for  example,  “1  in  5  Polled 
Voices  Doubt  on  Holocaust,”  The  New  York  Times, 
April  20, 1993,  and ‘Toll  Finds  1  Out  of  3  Americans 
Open  to  Doubt  There  Was  a  Holocaust,”  Los  Angeles 
Times,  April  20,  1993.) 

Media  Uproar 

Distress  and  consternation  were  the  most  com¬ 
mon  reactions  to  the  poll  results.  “What  have  we 
done?”  asked  a  stunned  Elie  Wiesel,  perhaps  the 
premier  Holocaust  survivor.  ‘We  have  been  working 
for  years  and  years,”  he  said,  commenting  on  the 
survey  results.  “I  am  shocked  that  22  percent  —  oh, 
my  God.” 

“Is  lesson  of  hate  getting  through?”  asked  a 
headline  to  an  essay  in  the  Milwaukee  Journal 
(April  22).  “Ignorance  about  the  Holocaust  allows 
spread  of  lies  to  the  young,”  claimed  another  item  in 
The  News  of  Port  St.  Lucie,  Florida  (April  28).  An 
Associated  Press  piece  —  headlined  “Many  Ameri¬ 
cans  doubt  Holocaust  happened”  in  the  The  Wash¬ 
ington  Times  and  “Holocaust  denial  seen  gaining 
ground”  in  the  Los  Angeles  Times  (both  May  8,1993) 
—  cited  the  impact  of  the  Institute  for  Historical 
Review  along  with  Bradley  Smith’s  campus  newspa¬ 
per  ad  campaign  and  Dr.  Arthur  Butz’s  book,  The 
Hoax  of  the  Twentieth  Century  (published  by  the 
IHR). 

Alarmed  editorials  in  the  New  York  Times  (April 
23)  and  the  Los  Angeles  Times  (“Dealing  With  Holo¬ 
caust-Denial,”  April  22)  cited  the  poll  results  to 
sound  a  call  for  yet  more  Holocaust  memorials.  A 
similarly  distressed  Denver  Post  editorial  (April  25, 
1993),  cited  the  “intensely  disturbing”  poll  results  to 


demand  even  more  classroom  emphasis  on  the  fate 
of  Europe’s  Jews  during  the  Second  World  War:  “... 
Public  schools  must  obviously  do  a  better  job  of 
teaching  20th  century  history,  even  if  it  means  giv¬ 
ing  shorter  shrift  to  the  Civil  War  or  the  Revolution. 
Today’s  students  . . .  shouldn’t  be  graduated  if  they 
can’t  recognize  the  names  Auschwitz  and  Dachau  as 
readily  as  Pearl  Harbor  and  Hiroshima.”  (By  con¬ 
trast,  results  of  a  September  1994  poll  showing  that 
46  percent  of  Americans  aged  18-34  believe  in  the 
existence  of  UFOs  did  not  lead  to  comparable 
nationwide  calls  for  more  school  science  courses  or 
new  science  museums.) 

Flawed  Wording 

As  it  turned  out,  however,  the  “startling”  results 
of  the  AJC/Roper  survey  were  not  accurate.  One  of 
the  poll’s  most  serious  flaws  was  the  confusing 
wording  of  question  16,  which  produced  the 
response  that  generated  the  most  media  comment: 
“Does  it  seem  possible  or  does  it  seem  impossible  to 
you  that  the  Nazi  extermination  of  the  Jews  never 
happened?”  The  question’s  compound  structure  and 
double  negative  wording  almost  certainly  confused 
many  respondents.  It  is  also  likely  that  some  of  the 
992  adults  and  506  high  school  students  surveyed 
may  have  believed  that  the  Nazis  exterminated  mil¬ 
lions  of  Jews  but  nevertheless  agreed  that  it 
“seems”  impossible. 

Responding  to  criticism,  the  AJC  recommis¬ 
sioned  the  poll,  changing  only  question  16.  In  the 
second  survey,  this  question  was  worded:  “Does  it 
seem  possible  to  you  that  the  Nazi  extermination  of 
the  Jews  never  happened,  or  do  you  feel  certain  that 
it  happened?”  The  results  of  the  second,  1994  AJC 
poll  were  quite  different:  Only  about  one  percent  of 
Americans  thought  it  was  possible  the  Holocaust 
never  happened,  while  eight  percent  were  unsure. 
(“Poll  on  Doubt  of  Holocaust  is  Corrected,”  The  New 
York  Times,  July  8,  1994) 

While  the  revised  1994  survey  suggested  that 
Americans  are  far  more  accepting  of  the  standard 
Holocaust  extermination  story  than  the  first  AJC 
poll  had  indicated,  not  one  commentator  responded 
with  a  relieved  call  for  less  emphasis  on  this  subject 
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in  classrooms,  or  fewer  Holocaust  memorials  and 
museums. 

Built-in  Bias 

Actually,  the  suggestive  wording  of  key  ques¬ 
tions  in  each  survey  shows  that  the  formulation  of 
poll  questions  can  produce  skewed  (and  sometimes 
hoped-for)  results.  These  polls  also  reconfirm  what 
pollsters  have  long  known:  survey  respondents  tend 
to  give  answers  they  think  are  expected  of  them. 

Given  that  the  key  question  in  each  survey 
referred  to  “the  Nazi  extermination  of  the  Jews”  as 
an  established  fact,  it  was  entirely  to  be  expected 
that  most  respondents  would  accept  the  question’s 
premise. 

Bias  was  also  reflected  in  other  aspects  of  the 
two  AJC/Roper  surveys.  The  very  first  question  in 
each  was:  “As  far  as  you  know,  what  does  the  term 
‘the  Holocaust’  refer  to?”  According  to  the  booklet 
issued  by  the  AJC  explaining  the  1993  survey,  “If  an 
incorrect  response  was  given,  respondents  were 
told,  ‘To  be  precise,  the  Holocaust  was  the  Nazi 
extermination  of  Jews  during  the  Second  World 
War’.”  (What  Do  Americans  Know  About  the  Holo¬ 
caust ?,  by  Jennifer  Golub  &  Renae  Cohen.  New 
York:  AJC,  1993,  p.  14.)  Thus,  respondents  were 
“primed”  to  answer  subsequent  questions  in  the 
“proper”  way. 

In  the  second  AJC/Roper  poll,  “Of  those  with  less 
than  a  high  school  education,  55  percent  knew  what 
the  Holocaust  was.  This  rose  to  74  percent  among 
high  school  graduates,  87  percent  among  college 
graduates,  and  92  percent  among  those  with 
advanced  degrees.”  ( The  New  York  Times,  July  8, 
1994.)  Given  that  up  to  45  percent  of  the  respon¬ 
dents  were  unable  to  identify  the  term  “Holocaust” 
at  the  beginning  of  the  survey,  it  is  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  to  see  how  91  percent  of  respondents  in 
this  same  survey  could  later  be  “certain  that  it  [“the 
Nazi  extermination  of  the  Jews”]  happened,”  with¬ 
out  the  poll-takers  “correcting”  the  “incorrect” 
answers  in  the  meantime.  Given  this  slanted  tech¬ 
nique,  the  poll’s  results  are  hardly  surprising. 

These  AJC  polls  also  point  up  the  sorry  state  of 
historical  awareness  among  Americans.  More  than 
22  percent  of  those  surveyed  did  not  know  that  the 
Nazis  first  came  to  power  in  Germany,  and  more 
than  13  percent  did  not  know  that  Adolf  Hitler  was 
the  leader  of  Nazi  Germany.  These  results  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  other  surveys  showing  that  Americans 
cannot  identify  states  and  countries  on  a  map,  recall 
the  decade  during  which  the  Civil  War  was  fought, 
or  cite  the  names  of  recent  American  Presidents. 

Revisionist  Outreach 

Although  it  was  not  widely  reported,  the  1993 
AJC/Roper  poll  confirmed  that  remarkably  many 


A  BOLD  BLOW  AGAINST 
THE  CONSPIRACY  OF  SILENCE 

Timely, 
powerful, 
breathtaking. 

This  is  a  painful 
book  to  read,  yet 
hard  to  put  down. 
Its  impact  is 
profound.  Let  us 
hope  that  this 
important  book 
does  not  itself 
become  another 
victim  of  the 
conspiracy  of 
silence,  and  that 
it  gains  the 
attention  it 
deserves. 

—Richard  J. 
Herrnstein 
Professor  of  Psychology, 
Harvard  University 

There  is  no  more  compelling  issue  confronting 
Americans  today  than  that  of  race.  And  yet  there  is 
no  other  issue  in  which  the  gap  between  private 
beliefs  and  public  discussion  is  wider.  Many  Ameri¬ 
cans  have  succumbed  to  the  notion  that  it  is  some¬ 
how  wrong  to  be  forthright  about  questions  of  race; 
that  decent,  intelligent  people  should  not  candidly 
discuss  what's  wrong;  that  the  only  acceptable  de¬ 
bate  must  take  place  in  an  arena  circumscribed  by 
taboos. 

Jared  Taylor  wants  to  reopen  this  debate.  He 
believes  that  unless  we  can  be  forthright  about  race 
issues,  unless  we  can  ask  the  right  questions  and 
receive  honest  answers,  we  have  little  chance  of 
solving  the  problem.  And  if  we  don't  solve  the  prob¬ 
lem,  the  race  situation  can  only  worsen. 

This  is  the  most  important  book  about  race  rela¬ 
tions  in  America  to  be  published  in  a  generation.  It 
unflinchingly  explores  the  failed  consequences  of 
laws  and  regulations  that  have  turned  the  ideal  of 
equal  opportunity  on  its  head,  and  it  suggests  ap¬ 
proaches  to  festering  social  problems  that  today 
appear  to  be  beyond  our  ability  to  remedy,  or  even 
grasp. 

Paved  With  Good  Intentions  boldly  argues  that 
as  long  as  whites  are  held  chiefly  responsible  for  the 
situation  of  blacks,  policies  such  as  affirmative  action 
and  quotas,  perceived  to  penalize  one  group  to  re¬ 
ward  another,  will  only  make  matters  worse. 

PAVED  WITH 
GOOD  INTENTIOHS 

The  Failure  of  Race  Relations 
in  Contemporary  America 
by  Jared  Taylor 

Cloth,  416  pages.  Notes,  Index 
$22.95  +  $3  shipping 
available  from 
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Americans  are  being  reached  by  the  revisionist  mes¬ 
sage.  One  survey  question  asked:  “Some  people 
claim  that  the  Nazi  extermination  of  the  Jews  never 
happened.  Have  you  ever  heard  this  claim,  or  not?” 
Thirty-eight  percent  of  adults  and  21  percent  of  stu¬ 
dents  replied  that  they  had  heard  this  claim.  Of 
those  who  had  heard  this  claim,  59  percent  of  adults 
and  42  percent  of  students  said  they  had  heard  it 
from  television,  37  percent  of  adults  and  14  percent 
of  students  had  heard  it  through  newspaper  and 
magazine  articles,  and  14  percent  of  each  group  had 
heard  it  either  from  books  or  from  acquaintances. 
(' What  Do  Americans  Know  About  the  Holocaust ?, 
pp.  54-58) 

Moreover,  such  polls  are  themselves  an  indica¬ 
tion  of  the  spread  and  growing  impact  of  Holocaust 
revisionism.  If  it  were  an  entirely  insignificant  phe¬ 
nomenon,  there  would  be  no  incentive  to  determine 
the  number  of  people  who  accept  or  might  be  sus¬ 
ceptible  to  the  revisionist  position.  Publication  of 
the  results  of  such  polls  also  enables  more  people  to 
learn  that  a  dissident  view  of  the  Holocaust  story 
exists. 

Other  Surveys 

Other  recent  “Holocaust”  surveys  —  some  of 
them  more  objective  than  the  AJC/Roper  poll  —  fur¬ 
ther  confirm  that  Holocaust  revisionism  is  now 
unquestionably  part  of  the  social-cultural  land¬ 
scape. 

•  In  western  Canada,  after  a  newspaper  article 
attacked  writer  Doug  Collins  for  his  views  on  the 
Holocaust  story,  The  Province  newspaper  of  Vancou¬ 
ver,  British  Columbia,  asked  readers,  “Do  you  agree 
with  Doug  Collins  that  the  Nazi  Holocaust  is  exag¬ 
gerated?”  Out  of  295  who  called  in  to  respond,  50 
percent  said  that  they  agree.  ( The  Province,  Oct.  6, 
p.  A14) 

•  In  Georgia,  nearly  19  percent  “aren’t  sure  that 
the  Nazi  Holocaust  against  the  Jews  occurred,” 
according  to  a  1993  survey  conducted  by  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Georgia  Survey  Research  Center.  Answering 
a  separate  question,  nearly  20  percent  think  “the 
number  of  Jews  killed  by  the  Nazis,  generally  esti¬ 
mated  at  six  million,  may  be  inflated.”  ( Atlanta 
Journal  I  Constitution,  June  10,  1993,  p.  A8). 

•  In  Idaho,  a  poll  conducted  in  March  by  a  Twin 
Falls  television  station  asked  viewers,  “Do  you 
believe  that  the  Holocaust  really  occurred?”  One  in 
four  participants  in  this  survey  answered  “No.”  (See 
the  July-August  1994  Journal,  p.  43) 

•  A  1994  Gallup  poll  found  that  nine  percent  of 
Americans  doubted  “the  Holocaust,”  which  was 
defined  as  “usually  referring  to  the  killing  of  mil¬ 
lions  of  Jews  in  Nazi  death  camps.”  ( New  York 
Times,  May  20,  1994). 

•  In  Italy,  one  in  ten  persons  surveyed  in  1992  by 


the  Italian  magazine  Espresso  believes  that  the 
Holocaust  story  is  an  “invention  of  the  Jews.”  (See 
the  Sept.-Oct.  1993  Journal,  p.  29). 

While  the  AJC/Roper  polls  indicated  that  better 
educated  people  are  more  likely  to  accept  the  Holo¬ 
caust  story  —  and  to  recognize  its  key  components 
(Jews,  Nazis,  and  the  Six  Million  figure)  —  the 
Holocaust  surveys  cited  here  (most  notably  the  one 
in  western  Canada)  suggest  the  obvious  point  that 
the  more  people  are  aware  of  what  revisionists  actu¬ 
ally  say,  the  more  likely  they  are  to  be  skeptical  of 
the  orthodox  Holocaust  story. 

Anti-Semitism  Business 

Even  though  numerous  surveys  show  that  anti- 
Jewish  sentiment  has  been  steadily  declining  in 
America  in  recent  decades,  the  specter  of  anti- 
Semitism  continues  to  serve  as  a  proven  fund-rais¬ 
ing  tool  for  groups  such  as  the  American  Jewish 
Committee,  the  Anti-Defamation  League,  and  the 
Simon  Wiesenthal  Center.  With  a  vested  interest  in 
conjuring  up  the  supposedly  eternal  danger  of  anti- 
Semitism,  these  organizations  are  in  the  anti- 
Semitism  business. 

By  characterizing  Holocaust  revisionism,  and 
even  a  lack  of  “concern”  about  the  wartime  fate  of 
European  Jewry,  as  anti-Semitic,  groups  such  as 
the  AJC  —  along  with  the  major  media  —  are  able 
simultaneously  to  discredit  revisionists,  encourage 
non-revisionists  to  feel  guilty  for  a  lack  of  Holocaust 
“concern,”  and  to  present  themselves  as  morally 
righteous  fighters  of  evil  and  “hate.”  That  could  be 
one  reason  why  the  results  of  the  second,  1994  AJC 
poll,  which  suggested  much  greater  public  accep¬ 
tance  of  the  Holocaust  story,  was  not  deemed  as 
newsworthy  as  the  results  of  the  first  AJC  survey. 


Good  intentions  will  always  be 
pleaded  for  every  assumption  of 
authority.  It  is  hardly  too  strong 
to  say  that  the  Constitution  was 
made  to  guard  the  people 
against  the  dangers  of  good 
intentions.  There  are  men  in  all 
ages  who  mean  to  govern  well, 
but  they  mean  to  govern.  They 
promise  to  be  good  masters,  but 
they  mean  to  be  masters. 

—  Daniel  Webster 
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In  Germany: 

Book  Detailing  Jewish  Crimes 
Against  Germans  Banned 

Thousands  of  Copies  of  Revisionist  Work  Destroyed 

Germany’s  cultural-political  establishment  no 
longer  orders  the  destruction  of  “socially  dangerous” 
literature  in  public  bonfires.  Today  it  resorts  to 
more  modern,  environment-friendly  methods  to 
destroy  “undesirable”  books. 

In  February  1995,  thousands  of  copies  of  a  revi¬ 
sionist  work  detailing  postwar  Jewish  crimes 
against  Germans  were  destroyed,  following  bitter 
attacks  by  Germany’s  cultural  establishment. 

The  book,  An  Eye  for  an  Eye:  The  Untold  Story  of 
Jewish  Revenge  Against  Germans  in  1945,  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  United  States  in  1993  by  Basic  Books 
of  New  York,  a  division  of  the  reputable  publishing 
firm  of  HarperCollins. 

Written  by  American  Jewish  journalist  John 
Sack,  the  work  details  the  long-suppressed  story  of 
killing  and  mistreatment  of  Germans  in  brutal  post¬ 
war  prison  camps  in  Poland. 

Although  the  essential  facts  of  Sack’s  book  are 
quietly  acknowledged  by  scholars,  Germany’s  cul¬ 
tural  and  political  establishment  insists  that  Ger¬ 
mans  must  not  be  permitted  to  read  the  work,  citing 
fear  that  it  could  be  “exploited”  by  “right-wing 
extremists”  who  play  down  the  Holocaust  story. 

Typical  was  the  comment  of  Ralph  Giordano,  a 
prominent  German  Jewish  writer.  While  admitting 
that  he  had  not  read  Sack’s  work,  he  dismissed  it  as 
“vulgar  artistic  fetish.” 

An  influential  German  critic,  Eike  Geisel,  bit¬ 
terly  denounced  Sack’s  book  as  a  sensationalist  ‘Vile 
docudrama”  and  a  “gift  to  neo-Nazis.”  Geisel’s  Jan. 
26  review,  published  under  the  headline  “Anti- 
Semitic  Fodder,”  provoked  a  barrage  of  complaints 
to  the  book’s  reputable  Munich  publisher,  R.  Piper. 

All  6,000  copies  of  the  already-printed  German 
edition  were  stacked  in  a  Stuttgart  warehouse  when 
Piper  publisher  Viktor  Niemann  decided  to  destroy 
them.  “They  will  be  recycled,”  Niemann  said  Feb. 
13. 

Citing  information  from  Germany’s  Federal 
Archives,  Sack  writes  that  60,000  to  80,000  ethnic 
Germans  were  killed  or  otherwise  perished  between 
1945  and  1948  in  camps  run  by  the  Polish  commu¬ 
nist  regime’s  Office  of  State  Security.  Jews  played  a 
dominant  role  in  the  Office,  as  they  did  in  similar 
agencies  in  other  European  countries  occupied  by 
Soviet  Russia  during  the  Second  World  War.  Many 
of  the  prisoners  were  beaten  and  tortured  to  death, 


or  died  of  typhus  and  other  diseases. 

Vastly  more  doubtless  would  have  perished,  but 
the  great  majority  of  Germans  living  in  the  areas 
that  came  under  Polish  Communist  control  had 
already  left.  Between  12  and  14  million  Germans 
fled  or  were  forcibly  driven  from  their  ancient  home¬ 
lands  in  what  is  now  Poland,  the  Czech  Republic 
and  other  parts  of  Central  Eastern  and  Europe 
between  1945  and  1948.  Of  this  number,  about  two 
million  were  killed  or  perished. 

This  is  not  the  first  time  that  Sack,  a  64-year-old 
Jew  from  New  York,  has  encountered  such  censor¬ 
ship.  An  American  magazine,  an  American  publish¬ 
ing  house,  and  a  German  newspaper  had  earlier 
backed  off  from  previous  commitments  to  tell  the 
story. 

A  key  figure  in  Sack’s  book,  Solomon  Morel,  fled 
to  Israel  last  year  from  Poland  after  prosecutors 
began  questioning  him  about  his  killings  of  Ger¬ 
mans  (and  some  Poles)  in  the  Swietochlowice  prison 
camp  he  had  administered. 

Prosecutors  are  weighing  criminal  charges 
against  Morel,  a  Jew. 

An  Eye  for  an  Eye  —  a  252-page  hardcover  work 
—  is  available  from  the  IHR  for  $25.95,  postpaid. 

From  Irving’s  Diary 

My  Confrontation  with 
Deborah  Lipstadt 

David  Irving 

On  Friday  morning,  November  11,  1994,  my 
friend  Martin  O’Toole  and  I  drove  to  DeKalb  College 
auditorium  [Decatur,  Georgia],  where  Deborah  Lip¬ 
stadt  [author  of  Denying  the  Holocaust ]  was  due  to 
speak.  We  were  among  the  first  to  arrive,  and  as  I 
struggled  to  carry  in  two  large  boxes  of  the  paper¬ 
back  version  of  my  1989  book,  Goring,  we  bumped 
into  Lipstadt  herself.  She  was  speaking  with  the 
meeting  organizers,  and  did  not  recognize  me.  I 
tucked  myself  away  in  one  of  the  auditorium’s  exit 
corridors,  then  slipped  into  the  room  after  she  began 
speaking  to  the  crowd  of  approximately  150  stu¬ 
dents.  O’Toole  already  had  set  up  his  video  camera 
on  a  tripod  inconspicuously  to  one  side  of  the  audi¬ 
torium. 

Totally  unaware  that  I  was  there,  Lipstadt  made 
several  ugly  references  to  me  as  somebody,  “not 
really  a  historian,”  who  had  published  several  books 
but  had  earned  no  respect  from  other  historians.  In 
fact  I  was  “not  a  respectable  historian”  at  all.  Ear¬ 
lier  she  had  referred  to  [Journal  editor]  Mark 
Weber  in  the  same  terms,  of  [Liberty  Lobby’s]  Willis 
Carto,  and  —  pandering  to  the  sizable  black  section 
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of  the  audience  —  of  David  Duke  and  his  “white 
sheet  and  cone-head.” 

She  talked  of  the  eyewitnesses  to  the  Holo¬ 
caust™  at  length  though  not  in  detail,  and  of  the 
mounds  of  documents  that  exist  to  disprove  the  revi¬ 
sionists  (a  word  she  does  not  use;  she  calls  revision¬ 
ists  “Holocaust  deniers,”  and  said  she  is  proud  to 
have  coined  the  term).  In  particular  she  said  that 
among  the  documents  that  refute  the  “deniers”  is  a 
“blueprint  of  a  gas  chamber  complete  with  the  open¬ 
ings  through  which  the  SS  tipped  the  pellets  of  cya¬ 
nide.” 

I  estimate  75  percent  of  Lipstadt’s  speech  was 
empty  vaporings  on  the  level  of,  “Those  guys  are 
denying  the  Holocaust.  I  won’t  debate  them.  I  refuse 
to.  Would  you  debate  somebody  who  said  the  Earth 
was  flat?  Would  you  debate  somebody  who  said  sex¬ 
ual  abuse  of  children  was  good?  There  is  no  debate.” 
She  returned  to  the  child  abuse  theme  at  least  five 
times  in  her  meandering  talk,  prompting  me  to  con¬ 
sider  asking  her  whether  by  her  obsession  with 
child  abuse  she  was  trying,  unconsciously,  to  tell  us 
something  about  her  own  childhood. 

Question  time  came.  The  first  came  from  Geor¬ 
gia  attorney  Sam  Dickson  who,  without  any  prear¬ 
rangement  whatsoever  between  the  two  of  us,  asked 
Ms.  Lipstadt  to  explain  why  she  is  so  disrespectful 
of  me,  given  that  I  have  such  a  distinguished  record 
of  literary  accomplishments?  She  avoided  giving  a 
direct  answer,  suspecting  that  Dickson  was  a  hos¬ 
tile.  In  fact,  as  soon  as  she  deduced  that  he  was  not 
there  to  flatter  her  she  snapped  at  him,  “Get  to  a 
question  or  sit  down.” 

I  then  politely  put  up  my  hand.  Invited  to  speak, 
I  boomed  in  my  very  British,  very  loud  voice:  “Pro¬ 
fessor  Lipstadt,  I  am  right  in  believing  you  are  not 
a  historian  —  you  are  a  professor  of  religion?”  She 
answered  that  she  was  a  professor  of  religion  but 
also  of  something  in  history.  I  then  waded  in  with 
verbal  fists  flying:  “I  am  the  David  Irving  to  whom 
you  have  made  such  disparaging  reference  in  your 
speech.  Given  that  I  have  30  years’  experience  in 
the  archives,  that  I  have  published  some  30  books  in 
the  leading  publishing  houses  of  the  world,  includ¬ 
ing  Viking  Press,  William  Morrow,  E.  P.  Dutton,  and 
Avon  in  this  country,  what  gives  you  the  right  to  go 
around  the  world,  including  Australia  and  New 
Zealand  (which  visits  she  had  mentioned  proudly  in 
her  speech)  blackening  my  name  as  though  my  opin¬ 
ions  are  of  no  consequence?”  She  became  enraged 
and  shouted  at  me  to  sit  down  or  ask  a  question. 

Still  booming  I  continued:  “You  have  just  told  an 
outright  lie  to  these  students.  You  are  trying  to  dupe 
gullible  students  into  believing  that  there  are 
mounds  of  documents  proving  the  Holocaust.  You 
referred  specifically  to  one,  a  ‘blueprint  of  a  gas 
chamber,’  complete  with  ‘the  holes  through  which 


pellets  were  inserted,’  I  have  here,”  holding  up  a 
handful  of  $20  bills,  “a  thousand  dollars  I  will  give 
you  if  you  can  produce  to  this  audience,  now  or  at 
any  time  in  the  future,  this  document  about  which 
you  have  just  lied  to  them.  One  thousand  dollars!” 

What  started  as  a  pleasing  “silent  gasp”  when  I 
began  my  question  and  the  students  realized  who  I 
was,  became  an  uproar.  I  then  challenged  her  on 
those  world  tours:  ‘Why  don’t  you  tell  the  audience 
who  hired  you  to  go  around  Australia  and  New 
Zealand!  Who  paid  your  fees?”  She  spluttered  that 
she  hadn’t  received  any  fee.  I  pressed  on  remorse¬ 
lessly:  “Why  don’t  you  tell  the  students  who  paid 
your  air  fares  to  Australia  and  all  around  that  con¬ 
tinent,  and  who  paid  all  your  expenses.  Because  if 
you  won’t  tell  them,  I  will.”  I  did  not,  however.  By 
this  time  I  could  see  adult  staff  running  this  way 
and  that,  obviously  setting  things  in  motion.  Time 
to  keep  powder  dry. 

A  black  man  sitting  next  to  O’Toole,  ten  rows 
ahead  of  me  and  to  the  right,  with  his  video  camera 
running,  chuckled,  “Man,  this  is  turning  into  fun.”  I 
called  out,  “I  have  here  two  boxes  of  my  books  (hold¬ 
ing  a  copy  of  Goring  aloft),  which  I  am  happy  to  give 
free  to  students,  so  they  can  see  just  who  I  am,  and 
which  of  us  is  lying.” 

One  or  two  students  were  hostile,  but  at  least 
most  of  them  were  alert  and  awake.  As  Lipstadt 
began  screaming  into  the  microphone,  I  unrolled 
the  1944  aerial  photograph  of  Auschwitz,  and  tried 
to  show  that  the  picture  revealed  no  trace  of  the 
“two  thousand  tons  of  coke”  that  the  alleged  crema¬ 
tions  (those  to  which  Rudolf  Hoss  “confessed”) 
would  have  needed  every  day.  I  am  not  sure  that 
students  got  this  point  in  the  mounting  turmoil, 
however. 

An  armed  security  man  had  arrived,  brought  in 
by  the  organizers,  and  told  me  that  if  I  would  not 
agree  to  be  silent,  I  would  have  to  leave.  I  stood  up 
and  said  loudly,  “So!  Professor  Lipstadt  not  only 
refuses  to  debate  with  us,  she  has  Security  called  to 
prevent  any  discussion.”  Dickson  motioned  to  me  to 
sit  down.  (He  afterwards  said  I  would  probably  have 
been  arrested  and  held,  so  his  counsel  was  wel¬ 
come.)  There  were  no  serious  questions  after  that. 
Several  times  I  wagged  the  bundle  of  $20  bills  aloft, 
as  she  was  speaking,  and  hissed:  “One  thousand 
dollars  .../”  When  it  was  over,  Lipstadt  was  livid 
about  the  outcome;  the  students  dazed. 

Then  came  the  test:  Would  any  of  the  students 
take  the  bait,  and  accept  a  free  book?  If  the  first  stu¬ 
dent  refused  to  touch  it,  they  all  would.  But  one  man 
who  had  earlier  gotten  a  copy  of  the  book  from  me 
returned  —  even  as  Lipstadt  was  speaking  —  to  ask 
for  an  autograph.  I  signed  his  book,  and  gave  him 
four  more  to  hand  out.  That  “seeded”  the  audience 
nicely.  After  Lipstadt  finished  speaking,  I  was 
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mobbed  by  students  asking  for  a  copy.  Victory!  “I’ve 
only  got  seventy,”  I  said  loudly,  “so  there  are  not 
enough  for  everybody.”  Beneath  Lipstadt’s 
anguished  gaze  the  students  then  formed  another 
line  to  get  their  copies  of  the  book  autographed. 
Some  students  had  me  autograph  copies  of  the 
printed  invitation.  As  I  did  so,  I  noticed  that  each  of 
them  was  blank,  which  meant  that  either  they  had 
not  asked  Lipstadt  for  her  autograph,  or  she  would 
have  to  sign  after  me. 

OToole  had  been  able  to  videotape  the  entire  90 
minutes,  getting  Lipstadt  on  long  focus  and  captur¬ 
ing  my  interventions,  as  well.  Outside,  I  sat  on  a 
ledge,  signing  books,  and  lecturing  the  students  on 
the  Holocaust.  One,  looking  like  a  junky,  was  hostile 
but  even  so  I  treated  him  with  courtesy  and 
patience.  Another  was  Mia  Daniels,  a  journalist  for 
the  DeKalb  Collegian.  I  could  see  she  was  not  writ¬ 
ing  down  the  favorable  points  I  made.  They  learn 
young.  The  head  of  the  German  department  asked 
for  a  book,  but  I  was  empty-handed  by  then.  Shortly, 
one  of  the  organizers  bustled  over  to  ask  who  had 
videotaped  the  event,  and  did  we  have  a  “release” 
signed  by  Lipstadt  permitting  this?  O’Toole  handed 
her  his  card  and  intimated  that  the  video  was 
needed  as  evidence  in  case  Lipstadt  libeled  me  or  in 
case  I  was  falsely  accused  of  libeling  her.  The  card 
read,  “Martin  OToole,  Attorney  at  Law.”  On  seeing 
this,  the  organizer  blanched  and  withdrew. 

But  victory  had  not  come  cheap,  what  with  air 
fares,  car  rental,  and  nearly  a  thousand  dollars’ 
worth  of  books  donated  to  the  audience.  Still,  not 
since  April  1983  and  the  Hitler  Diaries  fiasco  —  not 
indeed  since  June  1977  and  David  Frost’s  failed 
television  attempt  to  demolish  Hitler’s  War  —  has 
success  smelled  as  sweet,  and  been  (in  my  view)  so 
richly  deserved. 

Mattogno’s  New  IHR  Book  Pro¬ 
moted  on  Radio  Show 

Auschwitz:  The  End  of  a  Legend,  the  recently 
published  book  by  Italian  scholar  Carlo  Mattogno, 
has  been  receiving  detailed  and  sympathetic  atten¬ 
tion  on  a  radio  talk  show  with  a  wide  listenership  in 
the  western  United  States. 

Russ  Granata,  a  retired  southern  California 
teacher  and  US  Navy  veteran  of  World  War  II  who 
played  a  crucial  role  in  the  translation,  publication 
and  promotion  of  the  book,  appeared  on  three  occa¬ 
sions  on  the  show,  called  “At  a  Glance.”  Host  Rodney 
Bardin  and  Granata  are  old  acquaintances. 

During  his  first  appearance  in  October  1994, 
Granata  spoke  about  Mattogno’s  background, 


explained  the  importance  of  the  widely-publicized 
writings  about  Auschwitz  by  French  researcher 
Jean-Claude  Pressac  (which  is  the  focus  of  Mat¬ 
togno’s  book),  and  described  a  few  of  the  points  of 
contention  between  Mattogno  and  Pressac.  Granata 
told  listeners  about  the  origins  and  development  of 
Holocaust  revisionism,  mentioning  the  roles  of  Paul 
Rassinier,  Harry  Elmer  Barnes,  Arthur  Butz  and 
other  revisionist  scholars.  Granata  also  spoke  about 
the  Institute  for  Historical  Review  (which  published 
Mattogno’s  book  in  September),  giving  the  IHR 
address  and  citing  its  bi-monthly  Journal. 

Reaching  a  listenership  estimated  in  the  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands,  the  pre-recorded  program  is 
broadcast  on  different  days  over  four  or  five  stations 
in  southern  California  (including  two  in  Los  Ange¬ 
les),  New  Mexico  and  Hawaii. 

A  few  weeks  later  Granata  returned  as  a  guest  to 
respond  to  letters  received  in  the  meantime  from  lis¬ 
teners  of  his  first  broadcast.  He  responded  to  the 
inquires,  most  of  them  thoughtful  and  several  sym¬ 
pathetic,  patiently  and  knowledgeably  speaking 
about  the  Holocaust  story,  particularly  regarding 
Auschwitz.  He  repeatedly  cited  Mattogno’s  book, 
and  listeners  were  again  told  how  to  order  it  directly 
from  the  publisher.  (Mattogno’s  presentation  at  the 
September  1994  IHR  Conference,  which  summa¬ 
rizes  the  book’s  evidence  and  arguments,  is  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Nov.-Dee.  1994  Journal.) 

In  January  Granata  returned  for  a  third  appear¬ 
ance  on  “At  a  Glance,”  answering  additional 
thoughtful  questions  from  listeners.  More  than  two 
dozen  letters  about  the  book  had  been  received,  Bar¬ 
din  said. 

The  evidence  presented  by  Mattogno,  said  Gra¬ 
nata,  shows  conclusively  that  the  widely-repeated 
stories  of  homicidal  gas  chambers  and  “industrial 
mass  killings”  at  Auschwitz,  are  “completely 
absurd.”  The  Holocaust  extermination  tale,  Gra¬ 
nata  went  on,  is  technically  and  historically 
unfounded,  and  is  therefore  “simply  not  believable,” 
It  is  the  great  taboo  of  our  era. 

Bardin  cited  letters  of  acclaim  from  listeners 
who  had  purchased  and  read  the  book.  One  reader, 
Bardin  said,  praised  it  as  the  “best  Christmas  gift 
I’ve  ever  received.”  Several  times  the  IHR  address 
was  given  out,  so  that  listeners  could  order  the  book 
for  themselves. 

We  Americans  have  no 
commission  from  God  to 
police  the  world. 

—  Benjamin  Harrison 
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Canadian  Police  Destroy 
Revisionist  Book 

Police  in  a  western  Canadian  town  have 
destroyed  a  public  library  copy  of  a  Holocaust  revi¬ 
sionist  work  published  by  the  Institute  for  Histori¬ 
cal  Review.  Apparently  violating  Canadian  law, 
“Mounties”  in  the  central  Alberta  town  of  Didsbury 
shredded  a  copy  of  The  Hoax  of  the  Twentieth  Cen¬ 
tury ,  the  CP  news  agency  reported  in  late  January. 

A  local  high  school  student  had  borrowed  the 
book  from  the  town’s  public  library,  and  then  turned 
it  over  to  police  because,  she  said,  her  teacher  told 
her  it  was  banned.  Librarian  Tim  Elliott  said  the 
police  destroyed  the  book  in  apparent  violation  of 
Canadian  law. 

The  police  “said  possessing  the  book  was  a  crim¬ 
inal  offense,  and  they  would  destroy  it,”  Elliott 
recalled.  “I  then  contacted  Canada  Customs,  who 
said  importation  was  illegal,  but  possession  was 
not.”  Two  days  after  the  police  first  told  him  they 
had  the  book,  Elliott  tried  to  get  it  back.  But  “by 
then  it  was  too  late,”  the  police  “had  already  shred¬ 
ded  it.” 

Under  “hate  literature”  provisions  of  Canada’s 
Criminal  Code,  police  need  a  warrant  to  seize  mate¬ 
rial  they  believe  is  offensive.  Moreover,  the  owner 
must  be  given  a  chance  to  appeal  the  warrant  before 
a  judge.  In  March  1993,  police  officials  in  Ontario 
province,  Canada’s  most  populous,  formally 
declared  that  “Holocaust  denial”  does  not  violate 
Canada’s  “hate  law.”  (See  the  May-June  1993  Jour¬ 
nal,  p.  16.) 

The  Hoax  of  the  Twentieth  Century,  written  by 
Dr.  Arthur  R.  Butz,  is  a  key  revisionist  work  that 
presents  detailed  evidence  to  refute  the  Holocaust 
story  of  six  million  exterminated  Jews  during  the 
Second  World  War.  Butz’  book  was  first  published  in 
England  in  1976.  Tens  of  thousands  of  copies  of  the 
American  edition,  which  has  been  published  by  the 
IHR  in  nine  printings,  have  been  sold  over  the 
years. 


History,  by  apprising  [men] 
of  the  past,  will  enable  them  to 
judge  of  the  future;  it  will  avail 
them  of  the  experience  of  other 
times  and  other  nations. 

—  Thomas  Jefferson, 
Notes  on  Virginia,  1782 
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'n  April  22, 1993,  presidents  and 
high-ranking  officials  of  the  United 
States,  Israel  and  other  countries 
gathered  in  Washington,  DC  to  dedicate  the  new  US  Holocaust 
Memorial  Museum.  An  army  of  journalists,  cameramen  and 
commentators  was  there  to  broadcast  the  media  event  to  the 
world. 

IHR  was  there,  too  —  there  to  declare  its 
unequivocal  opposition  to  this  monstrous  $160 
million  monument  to  flawed  priorities  and  illicit 
power.  On  April  21  IHR  held  a  conference  at  a 
hotel  in  a  suburb  of  Washington,  DC  where  200 
friends  came  to  hear  Robert  Faurisson  from 
France,  David  Irving  from  England,  JHR  editor 
Mark  Weber  and  Robert  Countess  speak  out 
against  the  Holocaust  lobby.  The  event  was 
captured  on  video,  including,  Prof.  Faurisson’s 
challenge  to  Museum  officials  that  read,  in  part: 

Tomorrow  the  US  Holocaust  Memorial 
Museum  will  be  dedicated  in  Washington.  I 
challenge  the  Museum  authorities  to  provide 
us  a  physical  representation  of  the  magical  gas 
chamber.  I  have  searched  lor  30  years  for 
such  a  representation  without  finding  it ...  I 
warn  the  officials  of  the  US  Holocaust  Museum 
. . .  that  tomorrow,  April  22,  1993,  they  need 
not  offer,  as  proof  of  the  existence  of  Nazi  gas 
chambers,  a  disinfection  gas  chamber,  a 
shower  mom,  a  morgue,  or  an  air-raid  shelter . 

. .  I  want  a  portrayal  of  an  entire  Nazi  gas 
chamber,  one  that  gives  a  precise  idea  of  its 
technique  and  operation. 


IRVING 


Watch  Prof.  Faurisson  deliver  the  complete  text  of  his 
devastating  challenge.  Watch  the  inimitable  David  Irving  thrill 
his  audience  with  details  of  the  Holocaust  lobby’s  stepped-up 
efforts  to  crush  truth  in  history.  Watch  Mark  Weber  deliver  his 
rousing  "call  to  arms”  in  opposition  to  the  museum,  and  hear  Dr. 
Countess’  elegant  tribute  to  the  IHR  —  all  in  an  unforgettable 
90-minute  video  that  tells  you  what  you  need  to  know  about  this 
costly  and  dangerous  mistake  they  call  a  “museum.” 


CHALLENGING  THE  HOLOCAUST  MUSEUM 
VHS  Videotape  •  Color  •  90  minutes 
Item  #V100  •  $19.95  +  $2  shipping,  from 

INSTITUTE  FOR  HISTORICAL  REVIEW 
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Murder  of  Jews  a  Crime  in  the  Third  Reich 
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®effrtgni»  Oemrteilt;  2>r  3iorflb<rtoe6ebiTTle,  ba£  1 9 
bet  her  ©eftraftmg  bee  €dpribty  a  5cine  Sftalle.  geftielt 
babe,  afr  ber  ennoebete  fi&Tbfer  3futoe  genxfat  Jet  ober 
mdjt.  25ai  ’ftrrtte  3%etcfj  fet  ent  3l«btSftoat,  ire  bent  bet 
3ube  ebenfo  bert  iRcc^rtkfc^ru^t  getitfe  rate  i<ber  anbexe: 
]  9JZod>  bterbe  2J&n4r  urfb  ®etbe  in-  {eberrt  ^dCe  mtt  ben 
.  ftb&fflrn  27ttttefn  gefiH)ttt  .  <,  • 

1  Sfttt  bent  S^belirrbeil  gegm  Sleinljcrtb't  lit  ber 
‘  €x$tu&ftricf|  ureter  etre-  gtmifiger  93etf)T«beTr  gqogen. 
$>et  3TC4tber  rad*  feme  fielfier  baticre  &ei  bent  jiibU 
Hdptt  $aitWer  In  bee  flEw&fcjirnr  Bufrtag-frtr  230  DtfUL 
■.  RTettmngffttkfc  gefiarft:  .•  m*  ber  ^ardrier  bie  SJBai* 
'efcnjxtdfen  ttolTte,  [djoSh  ?8eirij<n3>t  $tt  W«<*rrilcf»  ire 
Ibett  3Iat8ttt  ®ec  1<frpettcHDtfrtbrifc  3ube-.  lief  bent 


'Utte^ctberr  ruxdj,  eruei^te  Ifa.  noth  mif  ber  ©rate 
a  ber  bort  fa if  tipi  ber  jwerte,  tihCidj  trentferrieiSk&ufr.. 
■^rrjtrrfcben  war  feirte  $rmi,  We  f \£}  [djore  [c^Iafere  qc* 
kgt  batte;.  Wnyugeeilt,  \nrr  tfoem  ERamr  m  bcifen. 
2EL8  (Bc  ben  HJlBebet  feft^al-ten  woffte,  fc&ofj  iftrirdKnbt 
fie  eberrfaHJ.  rrieber,  fo  ba*  fie  tobli^grtnyffen  auf 
bem  Spf&rfter  Iiegert&Iieb. 


“Death  Sentence  for  Murderer  of  a  Jew.  The 
Reich  guarantees  protection  of  law  for  all  residents. 
Terrible  crime  in  a  train  punished.”  Under  these 
headlines,  this  report  appeared  in  December  1937 
in  numerous  German  newspapers. 

A  jury  court  in  Stettin,  the  paper  informed  read¬ 
ers,  had  sentenced  Josef  Reinhardt  to  death  for  kill¬ 
ing  a  Jewish  businessman  named  Abraham  and  his 
non-Jewish  wife.  One  accomplice  was  sentenced  to 
life  imprisonment,  and  a  second  to  six  years  impris¬ 
onment.  The  newspaper  report  continued:  “That  the 
victim  was  a  Jew  made  no  difference  in  passing  sen¬ 
tence,  the  presiding  Judge  stressed.  The  Third 
Reich  is  a  state  of  law,  in  which  Jews  enjoy  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  law  every  bit  as  much  as  other  residents. 
Murder  is  still  murder,  and  will  be  punished  most 
severely  in  each  case.” 

Murder  remained  a  crime  during  the  war  years. 
Paragraph  211  of  the  revised  German  penal  code 
(published  in  October  1943),  defined  murder  with¬ 
out  any  qualification  about  the  victim’s  race,  reli- 
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gion  or  nationality,  and  designated 
capital  punishment  for  the  crime. 
German  military  regulations  were 
even  more  strict.  The  updated,  1943 
code  spelled  out  severe  punishment 
for  the  soldier  who  carried  out  orders 
in  violation  of  the  law.  “The  subordi¬ 
nate  ...is  punishable  as  a  partici¬ 
pant. ..when  he  knows  that  the 
superior’s  order  would  have  the  aim 
of  leading  to  a  military  or  other  crime 
or  violation.”  ( New  York  Review,  Oct. 
7,  1993,  pp.  51-52.) 

During  the  Nuremberg  trial  of 
1945-1946,  evidence  was  presented 
to  show  that  German  soldiers  who 
had  murdered  civilians,  including 
Jews,  were  severely  punished.  (IMT 
“blue  series,”  Vol.  42,  pp.  238-242.) 


THE  BALFOUR 
DECLARATION 
Britain’s  Great  War  Promise 

Few  documents  have  had  as  shadowy  a  past, 
or  as  ominous  a  future,  as  the  British 
government's  1917  pledge  to  the  House  of 
Rothschild.  By  it  the  British  Empire  broke  its 
promise  to  the  Arabs  to  court  what  it  believed 
to  be  a  far  mightier  power,  and  in  the  name  of 
the  Jewish  people  international  Zionism  won  a 
foothold  in  Palestine. 

Arthur  Balfour's  letter  to  Lord  Rothschild  — 
the  culmination  of  years  of  intrigue  —  laid  the 
foundation  for  the  dramatic  birth  of  Israel ' in 
1948,  for  the  dispossession  of  the  Palestinians, 
for  the  five  Israeli  wars  which  followed,  and  for 
the  gradual  but  ever  deepening  involvement  of 
America  in  the  Middle  East  morass. 

Robert  John's  Behind  the  Balfour  Declaration 
reveals  the  shadowy  —  and  shocking  — 
maneuverings  which  resulted  in  the  British 
promise  to  the  Zionists,  and  the  secret 
document  which  exposes  British  perfidy.  Dr. 
John,  co-author  of  the  monumental  The 
Palestine  Diary ,  and  a  specialist  in  Palestinian 
history,  traces  the  moves  by  which  Zionist 
negotiators  like  Chaim  Weizmann  and  Louis 
Brandeis  played  off  one  empire  against  another 
to  extract  the  guarantee  that  has  changed  the 
face  of  the  Middle  East  and  the  world. 
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Punishment  for  Mistreating  SS 
Camp  Prisoners 

D«r  ln«pakt«ur  dar  Xor.t.-Lagwr  Berlin,  dtr»  4.  Juni 

M  HUikar  d*F  w-TotankopfvarbfLnd* 

1  t  (  <  h  1  i  U  i  t  t  H-TV/IKL  Sr.  5 

1UI  1937 


Da*  6*f ahlablatt  wlhd  aa  Sehlua*#  tinea 
Udh*ta-T«ri«llt;  In  1  ha  aoll  RUckaehavi  gihal- 
tan  vardaa. 

Dan  Zinhaltan  let  der  lafcalt  be  la  Befehla- 
•apfang  bekannt  tu  geben. 

Hr. 29  J  MlBhmdlunx  Ton  Hiftllngm 

Dar  ^V-OberecharfUhrer  2«idl«r  hat  Iji  toneentration*- 
lager  Sachaenhaueen  lnfolja  aadiatlaober  imrandlongao 
elnan  HBftling  In  gaaatnatar  tela*  geachlagen.  Xr  aurt* 
root  H'ii&nn  degredlert,  fUr  dauernd  «ul  d*r  H  ao«ga  - 
eohloeaeo  und  dan  Strafrlchtar  Ubargeban,  Dt*a«r  Fail 
»Lrd  ala  warnaodaa  Belaplal  bakanntgegaban.  1b  Deter- 
rldat  aoll  fortgaaetrt  kuI  di*  Folgen  elntr  Caf&nrtnen- 
clflbainllung  hlngatrieaen  warden.  Xina  alefaeb*  Ohr:  f«u« 
let  baralts  TOllendatt  Wiflbandlung.  Dla  BtraXan,  41* 

•  in  LAgartroacnndant  Ub*r  wldaraptna  tig  a  Rtftllng*  waiv 
hiagtm  k&xm,  alud  ao  ecfcxrf  und  durehgraif end,  dal  a* 
kelcar  Belbathllf#  bedarf.  Da*  JLsaahas  der  6cbvte*taf- 
rel  vlrd  In  alien  fallen  duroh  dla  XuaatoBung  da*  74- 
ter*  rein  gahaltan. 

Rr.BD  i  Befehlablatt  Dr. 3  let  den  luahJLngekajtan  tu  i&U  . 
nahnen.  Bef eiUeblbttar  4  und  5  find  aomhingen. 


Dar  Inajaktaur  dar  loot. -Lager 
und  nihxer  4«r  H  -  IT  . 

pr.  Kick* 

'A  -  OrupptEkfUkxerjy 

*Ur  dla  Richtlfkalt  i 

ter  Chef  der  2any»lltan*l*l  «4-TT/IXL 


H  -  Stendnr'trnfUhrer 
>md  StatefUhrer. 


In  this  June  4,  1937,  internal  circular  notice, 
Theodor  Eicke,  SS  General  and  “Inspector  of  the 
Concentration  Camps,”  announces  that  the  SS  does 
not  tolerate  mistreatment  of  concentration  camp 
inmates. 

In  a  section  headed  “Mistreatment  of  Prisoners,” 
Eicke  announces  that  an  SS  Sergeant  named 
Zeidler  was  being  punished  because,  “in  a  sadistic 
mood,”  he  had  struck  a  prisoner  at  the  Sachsen- 
hausen  concentration  camp  “in  a  nasty  way.”  After 
demotion  to  the  lowest  SS  rank,  Zeidler  was  perma¬ 
nently  dismissed  from  the  SS,  and  then  turned  over 
to  a  criminal  judge. 

‘This  case  will  be  made  known  as  a  warning 
example,”  Eicke  continues.  “During  instruction 
classes,  attention  should  repeatedly  be  given  to  the 
consequences  of  mistreating  prisoners.  Even  a  sim¬ 
ple  boxing  of  the  ears  is  already  real  mistreat¬ 
ment...  In  every  case,  the  reputation  of  the  SS  is  to 
be  kept  clean  by  dismissing  the  culprit.” 

Eicke  further  orders  that  the  various  SS  units 
are  to  be  informed  of  the  contents  of  this  circular. 
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Why  Did  a  Great  Egyptian 
Civilization  Suddenly  Collapse? 

The  Mysterious  Demise  of  the  World’s  First  Socialist  State 


Revilo  P.  Oliver 


We  are  so  often  assured  that  we  live  in  a 
“changing  world,”  and  we  are  so  pleased  by 
the  progress  of  our  technology,  that  we 
sometimes  imagine  that  change,  or  at  least  the 
rapidity  of  it,  is  a  peculiarity  of  our  time  —  an  orig¬ 
inality  of  which  we  are  as  proud  as  an  adolescent 
who  has  discovered  that  he  is  in  love. 

The  most  drastic  and  rapid  social  change  that 
mankind  has  ever  experienced  took  place  approxi¬ 
mately  five  thousand  years  ago  in  Egypt.  (I  avoid 
the  long  discussion  that  would  be  necessary  to  set  a 
more  precise  date  or  determine  what  was  happen¬ 
ing  in  Sumeria  more  or  less  contemporaneously.) 

In  terms  of  history,  the  change  was  sudden.  A 
great  Egyptologist,  Professor  John  A.  Wilson,  had 
compared  it  to  the  speed  with  which  a  supersatu¬ 
rated  solution  crystallized  in  a  flask.  And  it  was 
drastic. 

Within  a  century  the  Egyptians  were  hustled 
from  barbarism  to  civilization.  At  the  beginning  of 
that  period,  they  were  roughly  comparable  to  the 
Indians  of  our  Southwest  in  their  adobe  villages 
before  the  coming  of  the  white  man:  a  timeless  peo¬ 
ple,  without  a  past  to  remember  or  a  future  to  plan; 
a  people  for  whom  tribal  mores  took  the  place  of  for¬ 
mal  government  or  social  organization;  a  people 
that  could  live  almost  entirely  by  instinct,  since  the 
monotonous  collection  of  food  was  varied  only  by  an 
occasional  raid  on  a  neighboring  village.  At  the  end 
of  that  century,  Egypt  was  a  nation  extending  from 
the  First  Cataract  to  the  Mediterranean,  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  absolute  rule  of  a  completely  centralized 
and  socialist  government. 

For  the  first  time  in  man’s  long  existence  on  this 
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planet,  there  was  a  nation:  and  that  nation’s 
resources  were  consciously  marshalled  and  used  by 
government  which  necessarily  planned  for  the 
future.  Writing  and  written  records  appeared  sud¬ 
denly  to  make  possible  the  bureaucracy  that  man¬ 
aged  the  nation.  And  the  intelligent  direction  of 
human  effort  soon  required  or  induced  technical 
accomplishment.  At  the  end  of  the  Second  Dynasty 
there  was  nowhere  on  the  surface  of  the  earth  a  per¬ 
manent  structure:  Nothing  had  ever  been  built  of 
stone.  Within  a  hundred  years  Egypt  had  erected 
the  most  enduring  structure  that  man  has  ever  built 
—  what  was,  until  quite  recently,  both  the  tallest 
and  the  most  massive  building  in  the  world.  It  was 
also  one  of  the  most  accurately  constructed:  the  two 
and  a  half  million  blocks  of  stone  in  the  Great  Pyra¬ 
mid  were  faced  with  blocks,  many  of  them  weighing 
sixteen  tons,  which  were  finished  to  a  tolerance  of 
plus  or  minus  one  one-hundredth  of  an  inch. 

When  civilization  had  come  to  Egypt,  it  must 
have  seemed  eternal.  It  was,  of  course,  designed, 
like  the  pyramids,  for  all  time.  For  reasons  made 
clear  by  Karl  A.  Wittfogel  in  his  brilliant  Oriental 
Despotism  (New  Haven,  1957),  the  earliest  and 
most  primitive  form  of  civilized  society  is  always 
socialism,  with  an  omnipotent  central  government, 
a  completely  managed  economy,  and  with  inhabit¬ 
ants  reduced  to  the  kind  of  serfdom  that  our  plan¬ 
ners  in  Washington  are  now  imposing,  step  by  step, 
on  the  American  people. 

The  Egyptians  defined  the  good  state  as  one  in 
which  “well  directed  are  men,  the  cattle  of  God.” 
Men  were  simply  the  cattle  of  Pharaoh,  who  had  all 
the  power  that  Jack  Kennedy  craved,  and  who  was, 
by  definition,  the  son  of  God  and  therefore  God  him¬ 
self.  He  owned  every  acre  of  ground,  every  house, 
every  stick  of  wood  in  Egypt  from  the  First  Cataract 
to  the  Mediterranean,  and  he  naturally  owned  all 
the  livestock  on  that  plantation,  both  quadrupeds 
and  bipeds. 

A  total  socialism,  such  as  Egypt  had  from  the 
beginning,  necessarily  excludes  all  thought  of 
change.  That  fact,  indeed,  may  explain  its  appeal  to 
men.  The  many  hundreds  of  Utopias  imagined  by 
idle  dreamers  from  Iambulos  to  Sir  Thomas  More  to 
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Edward  Bellamy  differ  greatly  in  all  details,  but 
have  one  thing  in  common:  They  imagine  a  state  in 
which  no  governmental  or  social  change  is  possible 
or  even  conceivable.  And  the  sincere  socialists  of  our 
own  time,  though  vociferous  in  praise  of  “inevitable 
change”  leading  to  socialism,  promise  us  the  joys  of 
a  social  order  that  can  never  again  change  and  will 
be  immutable  forever  in  saecula  saeculorum  —  or, 
at  the  least,  “Til  the  sun  grows  cold,  And  the  stars 
are  old.” 

Necessarily,  therefore,  the  basic  assumption  of 
Egyptian  civilization  was  that  it  was  a  social  order 
as  eternal  as  the  granite  of  its  monuments.  But  four 
hundred  years  after  Cheops  built  his  pyramid,  that 
order  suddenly  disintegrated  into  anarchy  and 
utter  chaos. 

The  one  thing  the  we  know  with  certainty  about 
the  causes  of  the  collapse  is  that  they  were  internal. 
Egypt  was  not  invaded  by  a  foreign  people  and  was 
not  involved  in  a  major  war  or  even  any  military 
action  other  than  routine  policing  of  the  few  points 
at  which  she  was  not  isolated  from  the  rest  of  the 
world  by  natural  barriers.  There  appears  to  have 
been  a  steady  trickle  of  immigration  across  the  isth¬ 
mus  of  Suez  into  Egypt,  but  there  is  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  immigrants  were  sufficiently 
numerous  and  active  either  to  affect  the  character  of 
the  Egyptian  population  or  to  attempt  an  insurrec¬ 
tion. 

When  we  look  for  internal  causes,  we  note  that 
the  last  king  before  the  collapse,  Pepe  II,  ruled  for 
ninety  years,  which  suggests  that  if  he  did  not  begin 
his  reign  as  God  in  diapers,  he  ended  it  as  God  in 
senile  imbecility,  possibly  inspiring  one  of  his  sons, 
grandsons,  or  great-grandsons  with  impatience  to 
start  enjoying  the  blessings  of  divinity  himself.  That 
is  merely  a  guess  that  the  spark  which  set  off  the 
explosion  was  struck  by  a  civil  war  for  possession  of 
the  throne.  But  whatever  the  source  of  the  spark,  it 
is  clear  that  the  explosive  materials  lay  deep  in  the 
structure  of  the  society  they  destroyed.  Since  a 
small  body  of  literature,  especially  the  lamentations 
of  Ipu-wer  and  Nefer-rohu,  who  witnessed  the  col¬ 
lapse,  has  survived,  modern  historians  can  learn  a 
good  deal  about  the  causes.  You  will  find  them  dis¬ 
cussed  at  length  in  any  good  history  of  ancient 
Egypt. 

What  happened  in  Egypt  was  not  a  mere  politi¬ 
cal  upheaval  to  change  the  ruler  or  form  of  govern¬ 
ment;  it  was  the  ruin  of  a  whole  civilization  through 
the  collapse  of  its  moral  foundations.  “If  three  men 
go  along  a  road,”  says  Ipu-wer,  “they  become  two 
men,  for  the  greater  number  kills  the  lesser.”  “I 
show  thee,”  says  Nefer-rohu,  “the  brother  as  an 
enemy,  and  the  man  who  kills  his  own  father.  Every 
mouth  is  full  of ‘Love  me!,’  and  everything  good  has 
disappeared.”  Order  had  vanished  in  anarchy  and 


universal  banditry,  and  no  man  knew  when  he 
would  be  struck  down  from  ambush  or  murdered  in 
his  own  house. 


The  pyramid  of  king  Khafre  (Kha-f-Ra).  This  is 
the  second-largest  of  the  three  great  pyramids  of 
Giza,  which  were  built  during  the  IVth  dynasty, 
between  2686  and  2613  B.C.  It  has  a  perpendicu¬ 
lar  height  of  447-1/2  feet.  At  the  top  a  fragment 
remains  of  the  original  coating  of  limestone  and 
unpolished  granite  slabs. 

Yes,  “his  own  house,”  for  the  lamentations  inci¬ 
dentally  show  us  that  during  the  centuries  preced¬ 
ing  the  collapse  the  perfect  socialist  state  under  its 
incarnate  God  had  not  been  able  to  maintain  its 
pure  form;  it  had  somehow  progressed  from  social¬ 
ism  toward  a  higher  form  of  social  organization  in 
which  there  was  private  property  in  practice  and 
quite  possibly  even  in  theory.  The  writers  take  it  for 
granted.  Nefer-rohu  complains  that  “Men  take  a 
man’s  property  away  from  him,  and  it  is  given  to 
him  who  is  from  outside.  I  show  thee  the  owner  in 
need  and  the  outsider  satisfied.”  And  Ipu-wer:  “The 
robber  is  now  the  possessor  of  riches . . .  The  children 
of  great  men  are  dashed  against  the  walls  . . .  Great 
ladies  now  glean  in  the  fields  . . .  The  owners  of  fine 
robes  are  clad  in  rags,  but  he  who  never  wove  for 
himself  is  now  the  owner  of  fine  linen.”  It  is  clear 
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that  Egypt  had  risen,  though  perhaps  precariously, 
to  a  level  far  above  pure  socialism.  That  must  have 
made  the  collapse  the  more  terrible. 

A  great  nation,  which  was  coterminous  with  a 
civilization,  had  simply  caved  in.  And  since  it  had 
not  been  overthrown  by  an  external  force,  the  struc¬ 
ture  must  have  been  poorly  designed  or  poorly 
maintained.  Or,  to  vary  the  metaphor,  the  culture 
had  contained  in  itself  the  seeds  of  its  own  destruc¬ 
tion.  Or,  perhaps,  the  civilization,  like  a  dog,  simply 
grew  old  and  feeble  and  finally  died.  But  whatever 
metaphor  we  use,  the  Egyptian  collapse  posed  for  us 
the  basic  problem  of  history.  What  were  the  causes 
of  the  collapse?  And,  since  causes  imply  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  natural  laws  by  which  they  operate,  what 
laws  of  history  can  be  inferred  from  them? 


Egyptian  stonecutters  use  mallets  and  chisels  to 
dress  down  building  blocks  to  true  surfaces. 
These  blocks  are  similar  to  those  used  in  building 
the  great  pyramids.  After  two  edges  of  the  block 
are  determined,  a  cord  is  stretched  between  two 
pegs  to  help  gauge  how  much  remains  to  be  chis¬ 
eled  away.  (From  a  wall  painting  at  Thebes  about 
1500  B.C.) 

The  Egyptians  either  violated  some  natural  law 
that  applied  to  civilizations,  and  could  therefore 
have  averted  the  collapse  had  they  been  more  pru¬ 
dent,  or  they  underwent  a  change  that  was  “histor¬ 
ically  necessary”  because  imposed  by  some  natural 
law  that  human  ingenuity  cannot  circumvent.  That 
alternative  simply  states  the  central  problem  that  a 
philosophy  of  history  must  solve.  And  since  we  are 
subject  to  the  same  natural  laws,  the  problem  is 
vital  and  urgent. 

Of  course,  Egypt  eventually  recovered  from  the 
chaos  that  historians  euphemistically  call  the  First 
Intermediate  Period;  and  she  went  on  to  complete 
with  many  vicissitudes  her  three  thousand  years  as 
a  great  and  independent  nation  —  a  record  that 
only  China  can  rival.  But  the  men  who  witnessed 
the  collapse  could  not  foresee  that.  The  apparent 
end  of  human  civilization,  overthrown  by  a  barbar¬ 


ism  made  more  savage  and  terrible  because  it  had 
captured  the  weapons  and  resources  that  civiliza¬ 
tion  had  produced,  must  have  been  a  traumatic 
shock  unsurpassed  (thus  far)  in  the  experience  of 
mankind.  Contemporaries  felt  utter  despair.  “The 
land  is  completely  perished,  so  that  no  remainder 
exists,”  concluded  Nefer-rohu.  And  Ipu-wer  could 
only  regard  mankind  as  a  failure  and  wish  that  it 
would  disappear:  “Ah,  would  that  it  were  the  end  of 
men!  That  there  were  no  conception  and  no  birth! 
Then  would  the  earth  cease  from  turmoil  and  be  at 
rest.” 

But  it  did  not  occur  to  either  Nefer-rohu  or  Ipu- 
wer  —  nor,  so  far  as  we  know,  did  it  occur  to  any 
later  Egyptian  —  to  ask  why  the  catastrophe  had 
befallen  them.  That  may  be  a  very  significant  his¬ 
torical  datum. 

It  is  not  at  all  astonishing  that  the  two  Egyptian 
writers,  with  no  precedent  or  record  of  comparable 
human  experience  to  guide  then,  did  not  see  in  the 
cataclysm  an  intellectual  problem.  Nefer-rohu  was 
right  when  he  said,  ‘What  had  never  happened  had 
happened.”  But  it  seems  that  at  no  time  in  their 
long  existence  as  a  nation  did  the  Egyptians  think 
in  terms  of  historical  cause  and  effect.  They  com¬ 
piled  chronologies,  but  they  never  wrote  history. 
They  kept  careful  record  of  the  sequence  of  events, 
but  did  not  try  to  explain  them.  Some  years  brought 
national  misfortune,  just  as  the  Nile  in  some  years 
did  not  rise  to  its  normal  height  and  the  fields  con¬ 
sequently  bore  but  a  scanty  harvest.  Such  things 
happened;  if  they  had  a  cause,  that  cause  lay  in  the 
mysterious  and  perhaps  capricious  will  of  the  gods, 
far  beyond  human  understanding. 


PEARL  HARBOR 
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Estonia:  Emerging 
From  Communism 

Yuri  N.  Maltsev 

Post-communist  history  has  been  a  chronicle  of 
economic  failures,  ethnic  wars,  and  political 
upheavals.  But  in  the  midst  of  all  this  gloom,  one 
success  story  had  been  completely  overlooked.  Its 
name  is  Estonia,  which  could  be  called  “the  little 
country  that  could.” 

Estonia  has  made  an  incredible  transition  from 
Soviet  slavery  to  economic  liberty,  and  it  serves  as 
proof  that  free  markets  are  the  only  sure  way  out  of 
Communist  serfdom. 

During  the  period  while  it  was  ruled  by  the 
Soviet  Union  (1940-91),  Estonia’s  1.5  million  people 
faced  unthinkable  economic  coercion  and  political 
brutality.  The  central  government  attempted  to  suf¬ 
focate  national  and  religious  identity,  and  indepen¬ 
dent  political  thought.  In  short  order,  Kremlin 
planners  destroyed  one  of  the  most  prosperous 
countries  on  earth. 

And  they  did  not  do  it  without  the  blessing  of  the 
US  government,  then  headed  by  Franklin  Delano 
Roosevelt.  It  was  FDR  who  suggested  to  Stalin  that 
he  solve  the  “problem”  of  Baltic  political  resistance 
by  forcibly  moving  the  populations  of  Estonia, 
Latvia,  and  Lithuania  to  Sweden.  This  “ethnic 
cleansing”  would  have  wiped  away  three  nations 
with  rich  cultural  heritages,  solely  to  please  the 
mass  murderer  in  the  Kremlin. 

Interestingly,  this  deal  was  rejected  by  Stalin, 
who  did  not  want  to  have  millions  of  discontented 
Balts  on  the  Soviet  border.  His  alternative  was  to 
transport  tens  of  thousands  of  leading  Estonians  to 
gruesome  death  in  the  Gulag.  More  than  one  hun¬ 
dred  thousand  Balts  perished  in  Siberia. 

After  all  this,  Estonia  regained  its  independence 
on  August  20,  1991,  after  the  failure  of  the  hard-line 
Communist  coup  in  Moscow.  Since  then,  the  country 
has  been  at  the  forefront  of  political  and  economic 
reforms  in  Eastern  Europe.  It  set  out  to  reverse 
completely  the  errors  of  the  past. 

Estonia  moved  quickly  to  rebuild  Western  prin¬ 
ciples  of  the  rule  of  law.  It  privatized  state  land  and 
industry  at  an  unprecedented  pace.  It  repealed  all 
price  controls.  It  legalized  all  forms  of  market  pro¬ 
duction  and  exchange  which  had  flourished  only  in 
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underground  markets.  It  attracted  foreign  invest¬ 
ments  by  adopting  low  taxes  and  protecting  prop¬ 
erty  and  other  human  rights. 

It  did  all  this  against  the  advice  of  international 
planning  agencies.  As  a  result,  Estonia  has  not  been 
a  favored  recipient  of  foreign  aid.  The  president  of 
Estonia  says  that  is  just  fine.  No  country  dependent 
on  foreign  aid  has  become  prosperous.  And  today, 
this  small  nation  can  boast  the  highest  rates  of  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  in  Europe  (more  than  five  percent) 
and  very  low  unemployment. 

The  high  Soviet  inflation  rate  was  reigned  in  by 
a  hard  currency  and  sound  monetary  policies.  In 
June  1992,  Estonia  replaced  the  Russian  ruble  with 
the  Estonian  kroon,  a  hard  currency  tied  to  the  Ger¬ 
man  mark.  The  kroon  is  pegged  to  the  D-mark  at  an 
exchange  rate  of  eight  to  one,  as  well  as  to  Estonia’s 
gold  reserves,  which  back  no  less  than  25  percent  of 
the  money  supply. 

Today  Estonia  has  the  strongest  and  most  stable 
monetary  regime  of  any  of  the  15  former  Soviet 
republics.  The  average  level  of  inflation  is  down  to  a 
monthly  rate  of  less  than  one  percent,  compared 
with  30  percent  in  Russia.  The  government  is  com¬ 
mitted  to  a  hard  money  regime,  not  only  because  it 
provides  economic  stability  but  also  because  it 
works  as  a  restraint  on  government  growth. 

Estonia  maintains  a  liberal  trade  regime  with 
practically  no  tariffs.  Companies  operating  in  East¬ 
ern  Europe  point  to  Estonia  as  being  five  years 
ahead  of  other  East  European  countries,  and  invest¬ 
ment  advisers  consider  it  the  emerging  Hong  Kong 
of  Europe.  Foreign  investment  is  growing  annually 
by  some  $250  million. 

The  new  class  of  Estonian  leaders,  in  the  private 
sector  and  the  government,  is  comprised  of  young 
people,  who  are  well  educated  in  free-market  eco¬ 
nomics.  The  present  government  was  formed  by  the 
conservative-libertarian  Pro  Patria  (“For  the 
Fatherland”)  Party.  Other  factions  in  Parliament 
are  the  Royalists,  Moderates,  and  Centrists.  (There 
is  no  Socialist  or  Communist  Party.)  All  parties  are 
committed  to  continuing  reforms  and  to  further 
privatization. 

“We  don’t  want  to  copy  welfare  monsters  like 
Sweden  and  our  other  Northern  neighbors,”  Prime 
Minister  Mart  Laar  told  me.  Laar  is  33  years  old,  a 
University  of  Tartu  professor  well  acquainted  with 
the  works  of  Ludwig  von  Mises,  F.A.  Hayek,  and  the 
other  Austrian  School  economists.  Recently  he  was 
turned  away  by  a  security  guard  in  Brussels.  “I 
don’t  believe  you  could  be  a  prime  minister  any¬ 
where,”  said  the  guard  in  reference  to  his  youth. 

The  unofficial  slogan  of  the  governing  party  is: 
“Property  rights  are  the  key  to  economic  success, 
cultural  revival,  and  political  freedom.”  The  Foreign 
Office  spokeswoman  says  “It  is  a  privilege  to  be 
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working  with  people  who  want  to  be  to  Estonia  what 
Thomas  Jefferson  and  George  Mason  were  to  Amer¬ 
ica.”  She  believes  government  should  be  strong 
enough  to  protect  liberty  and  property,  but  not  one 
bit  more.  She  points  out  that  privatization  and 
property  rights  enforcement  have  already  created  a 
strong  middle  class. 

Estonia 

Estonia,  a  small  northern  European  nation  on 
the  Baltic  sea,  has  a  population  of  1.59  million.  Only 
17,400  square  miles  in  size,  the  country  is  smaller 
than  West  Virginia.  A  non-Slavic  and  traditionally 
Lutheran  people,  Estonians  are  close  ethnic  and  lin¬ 
guistic  relatives  of  the  Finns. 

In  1918,  at  the  close  of  the  First  World  War,  Esto¬ 
nia  was  proclaimed  an  independent  republic.  In 
1934  President  Konstantin  Pats  instituted  an 
authoritarian  regime,  abolishing  all  political  par¬ 
ties.  The  1918-1940  independence  era  was  marked 
by  rapid  economic  growth  and  a  dramatic  rise  in  liv¬ 
ing  standards,  with  large  exports  of  grain  and  dairy 
products.  Between  1931  and  1938,  for  example, 
exports  more  than  doubled.  In  the  industrial  field 
perhaps  the  most  important  single  achievement 
was  the  creation  of  an  oil  shale  industry,  whereby  oil 
and  petroleum  fuels  were  extracted  from  oil-bearing 
shale. 

In  August  1939,  Hitler’s  Foreign  Minister,  von 
Ribbentrop,  and  Stalin’s  Foreign  Minister,  Molotov, 
concluded  the  German-Soviet  Non-Aggression  Pact, 
which  divided  Eastern  Europe  into  German  and 
Soviet  spheres  of  influence.  Estonia  and  the  other 
Baltic  countries  were  assigned  to  the  Soviet  sphere. 
However,  contrary  to  often-repeated  characteriza¬ 
tions  of  the  Pact,  the  Hitler  government  neither 
anticipated  nor  approved  of  Stalin’s  subsequent  out¬ 
right  annexation  of  the  Baltic  countries. 

Soviet  troops  brutally  ended  Estonia’s  period  of 
national  freedom  in  the  summer  of  1940,  when  the 
country  was  forcibly  incorporated  into  the  USSR. 
During  the  1940-1941  period,  many  political,  busi¬ 
ness  and  religious  leaders  were  killed  or  deported. 
Civil  servants,  non-Communist  political  leaders, 
army  officers,  judges,  clergymen  and  businessmen 
were  particular  targets.  In  1940-1941,  some 
120,000  Estonians  —  about  one-tenth  of  the  entire 
population  —  were  rounded  up  by  the  Soviet  secret 
police  and  deported  to  Gulag  camps,  where  many 
perished. 

In  1941  German  troops  liberated  Estonia  — 
along  with  the  neighboring  Baltic  countries  of 
Latvia  and  Lithuania  —  from  Soviet  rule.  As  part  of 
the  “Ostland”  region  —  which  also  included  Latvia, 
Lithuania  and  Belarus  (White  Russia)  —  it 
remained  under  German  occupation  until  1944. 


Estonian  nationalism  was  encouraged  during  this 
period,  and  many  young  men  volunteered  to  fight 
with  the  Germans  against  the  Soviets,  most  notably 
in  the  Estonian  Waffen  SS. 

As  Soviet  troops  advanced,  many  Estonians  fled 
the  country.  About  33,000  escaped  with  the  retreat¬ 
ing  German  forces  to  Germany,  and  another  30,000 
went  by  sea  to  Sweden. 

The  restoration  of  Soviet  rule  brought  further 
mass  arrests  and  deportations:  some  20,000  Esto¬ 
nians  were  rounded  up  and  sent  to  camps  in  1945- 
1946,  and  about  40,000  were  deported  in  March 
1949.  Still,  even  under  Soviet  rule,  Estonia  was 
more  economically  successful  and  prosperous  than 
other  regions  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

As  part  of  the  Soviet  “multicultural”  policy,  peo¬ 
ple  from  other  parts  of  the  USSR  were  encouraged 
to  settle  in  Estonia.  As  a  result,  today  only  about  60 
percent  of  the  country’s  population  is  ethnically 
Estonian.  Only  Estonians  are  now  permitted  to  vote 
in  elections,  which  means  that  about  38  percent  of 
the  population  —  mainly  ethnic  Russians  —  play  no 
role  in  political  life. 

—  M.W. 
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‘Fuss  and  Flapdoodle’  About  Pearl  Harbor 


Pearl  Harbor:  Final  Judgement,  by  Henry  C. 
Clausen  and  Bruce  Lee.  New  York:  Crown,  1992. 
Hardcover.  485  (+  x)  pages.  Photos.  Notes.  Appendi¬ 
ces.  Index.  ISBN:  0  517  58644  4. 

Reviewed  by  James  J.  Martin 

The  fourth  of  the  ten  (some  students  combine 
two  and  come  up  with  nine)  investigations  of  the 
Pearl  Harbor  attack  of  December  7,  1941,  was  the 
result  of  an  authorization  by  the  United  States  Con¬ 
gress.  A  Senate  Joint  Resolution  of  June  13,  1944, 
directed  the  Departments  of  the  Army  and  Navy  to 
conduct  their  own  investigations,  which  was 
promptly  followed  by  the  Secretaries  of  these 
Departments  appointing  personnel  to  conduct  such 
investigations  and  the  beginning  of  hearings,  which 
were  to  take  awhile. 

The  Army  Pearl  Harbor  Board  (APHB)  con¬ 
sisted  of  three  Generals  plus  a  supporting  staff  of 
three,  an  Executive  Officer,  a  Recorder,  and  an 
Assistant  Recorder,  the  latter  three  having  no  vote 
in  the  Board’s  final  disposition.  The  Assistant 
Recorder  was  a  39-year-old  San  Francisco  lawyer, 
Henry  C.  Clausen,  who  had  come  into  the  army  two 
years  earlier,  ostensibly  by  taking  a  commission,  not 
as  a  draftee  foot-soldier.  How  the  lightning  had 
managed  to  strike  Clausen  for  appointment  to  such 
a  crucial  job  no  one  ever  explained,  but  anyone  who 
has  gone  over  the  repeated  citations  in  later  years  of 
Clausen’s  heated  admiration  of  War  Secretary 
Henry  L.  Stimson,  which  had  not  abated  even  50 
years  after  his  entry  into  the  armed  services,  can 
probably  figure  it  out  for  themselves. 

The  findings  of  the  APHB,  which  have  been 
exhaustively  examined  for  more  than  four  and  a 
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half  decades,  take  months  to  read.  Charles  A.  Beard 
alone  devoted  parts  of  three  chapters  of  his  1948 
book,  President  Roosevelt  and  the  Coming  of  the  War 
1941,  to  such  an  examination,  and  there  are  numer¬ 
ous  somewhat  shorter  analyses  and  commentaries 
on  it  all.  For  our  purposes  it  is  sufficient  to  observe 
that  the  Board  came  to  conclusions  which  angered 
the  Secretary  of  War  and  led  to  a  determination  to 
undermine  its  findings,  even  if  it  required  that  pres¬ 
sure  be  placed  on  some  of  its  witnesses  to  recant 
sworn  testimony  making  them,  in  substance,  per¬ 
jurers. 

What  the  Board  did  was  to  reverse  the  flow  of 
criticism  for  what  had  happened,  away  from  the 
Army  and  Navy  commanders  at  Pearl  —  which  had 
been  the  original  desire  of  the  authorities  in  Wash¬ 
ington  —  and  once  more  to  direct  it  at  the  superiors 
of  those  in  Hawaii  who  took  orders.  This  therefore 
required  the  top  people  in  Washington  to  put  into 
effect  a  comprehensive  program  of  Pearl  Harbor 
responsibility  damage-control;  it  is  here  that  we 
find  Atty.  Clausen  as  chief  of  the  cast  of  characters 
in  the  book  at  hand. 

When  the  APHB  singled  out  Secretary  Stim- 
son’s  direct  subordinate,  Chief  of  Staff  General 
George  C.  Marshall,  as  responsible  for  the  Army  not 
being  ready  to  defend  the  fleet  based  at  Pearl  Har¬ 
bor  on  the  morning  of  December  7,  1941,  they 
angered  the  Secretary.  That  and  other  charges  con¬ 
vinced  Stimson  that  something  had  to  be  done  to 
soften  the  Board’s  verdict  and  once  more  lay  the 
blame  elsewhere.  For  the  first  two  and  a  half  years 
the  sentiment  had  been  well  established  by  the  first 
big  political  investigation,  conducted  under  the 
direction  of  Supreme  Court  Justice  Owen  J.  Roberts 
(Dec.  18,  1941  to  Jan.  23,  1942).  It  found  that  all  in 
Washington  were  innocent  of  any  dereliction  of 
duty,  and  that  the  Army  and  Navy  chiefs  on  Oahu, 
General  Walter  C.  Short  and  Admiral  Husband  E. 
Kimmel,  had  failed  comprehensively  in  following 
orders  and  repelling  the  Japanese  attack. 

Few  realized  that  Justice  Roberts  (b.  1875),  like 
the  War  and  Navy  Secretaries,  Stimson  and  Frank 
Knox,  respectively,  was  a  Republican,  appointed  to 
the  Supreme  Court  by  Roosevelt’s  predecessor,  Her¬ 
bert  C.  Hoover,  and  had  begun  his  Court  service  on 
May  30,  1930.  (It  was  a  disgrace  for  Congress  later 
to  conduct  an  investigation  of  Pearl  on  a  partisan 
basis;  the  pro-war  Roosevelt  Democrats  had  as 
allies  a  very  large  contingent  of  pro-war  Republi¬ 
cans,  without  whom  FDR’s  war  effort  would  have 
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Major  US  Navy  war  ships  in  ‘‘battleship  row”  at  Pearl 
Harbor,  Hawaii,  settle  to  the  bottom  following  the  Japa¬ 
nese  attack  on  the  morning  of  Dec.  7, 1941. 


been  impossible.  The  war  homogenized  the  parties 
and  turned  the  country  temporarily  into  a  one-party 
state.) 

It  should  be  understood,  especially  by  those  who 
were  not  around  at  the  time,  that  there  was  no 
Defense  Department  in  1941,  and  no  coordinated 
military  operation  as  represented  by  the  Pentagon 
today.  The  Army  and  Navy  had  separate  secretaries 
in  the  Cabinet,  and  conducted  their  affairs  sepa¬ 
rately  unless,  obviously,  operating  by  agreement  or 
under  direction  of  the  President.  Each  branch  also 
had  its  own  separate  air  forces.  There  had  been  talk 
for  years  before  1941  of  consolidation  into  what  was 
to  become  the  Department  of  Defense  after  1945.  In 
congressional  debate  it  had  been  posed  as  an  econ¬ 
omy  move  (“it  will  save  many  millions”),  and  there 
had  been  especially  heavy  debates  on  it  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  in  the  spring  of  1932.  It 
was  thought  strange  that  the  Hoover  administra¬ 
tion  opposed  it  while  at  that  moment  creating  a 
thunderous  stir  in  admonishing  Congress  to  bal¬ 
ance  the  budget.  (See  the  major  roundup  of  US 
press  sentiment  on  it  in  the  lead  story  in  the  Liter¬ 
ary  Digest,  May  21,  1932,  pp.  5-6). 

But  nothing  had  been  done  by  war’s  outbreak, 
so  there  is  an  aspect  to  the  Pearl  investigations  that 
many  today  do  not  understand  or  appreciate:  the 
rival  views  on  responsibility  with  respect  to  the 
branches  of  the  armed  services,  the  defensiveness  of 
both,  and  the  partisanship  among  the  politicians  in 
ascribing  more  of  the  onus  to  one  or  the  other,  which 
fills  the  investigative  reports  and  wearies  the  read¬ 
ers  thereof.  (In  a  caste  society  every  caste  becomes 
morbidly  sensitive  about  its  position,  and  this  grows 
out  of  the  possible  change  in  esteem  in  which  it  is 
held,  which  may  markedly  alter  that  position.  The 
armed  forces  certainly  qualify  as  castes  in  this  con¬ 
troversy.) 


The  Army  Pearl  Harbor  Board  conducted 
its  investigations  in  secret,  listened  to  151 
testimonies  and  filed  a  secret  report,  which 
was  made  public  after  the  end  of  the  war  in 
the  summer  of  1945,  by  which  time  Mr. 
Roosevelt  was  deceased  and  had  been  fol¬ 
lowed  in  office  by  Harry  S.  Truman,  who  was 
responsible  for  making  this  a  public  disclo¬ 
sure.  At  the  conclusion  of  this  investigation  — 
carried  out  from  July  20  to  October  20,  1944 
—  its  finding  became  known  almost  immedi¬ 
ately  to  Secretary  of  War  Stimson,  who  put 
into  operation  the  follow-up  damage-control 
counter-investigation  by  his  handpicked 
agent,  Major  Clausen,  who  in  turn  began  his 
repair  work  less  than  five  weeks  later  (Nov. 
23,  1944).  It  is  how  this  incredible  operation 
was  conducted  which  is  the  main  subject  of 
the  book  at  hand,  though  it  is  fattened  by  an 
immense  set  of  appendices  which  give  it  the 
appearance  of  greater  formidability  than  it 
really  has. 

Attorney  Clausen’s  final  product  was  a  master¬ 
piece  of  self-serving  (it  constitutes  Volume  35  of  the 
subsequent  Congressional  investigation’s  published 
record),  while  adding  a  succession  of  glowing  haloes 
around  his  adored  chief,  Secretary  Stimson.  One 
flees  for  balancing  relief  to  Prof.  Richard  N.  Cur¬ 
rent’s  Secretary  Stimson:  A  Study  in  Statecraft 
(Rutgers  Univ.  Press,  1954,  a  frightfully  neglected 
book),  and  a  long  succession  of  drastic  discounting 
and  appraisals  of  Stimson  for  various  periods  rang¬ 
ing  from  his  performance  as  President  Hoover’s  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State,  1929-33,  to  his  central  role  as  point 
man  of  the  warrior  Republicans  who  made  FDR’s 
War  Deal  such  a  triumph,  1940-45  et  seq.  (Mr.  Stim¬ 
son  also  served  as  Secretary  of  War  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  President  William  Howard  Taft  after  his 
failure  to  become  Governor  of  New  York  in  1910.) 

Attorney  Clausen  and  the  historians  would 
make  a  topic  for  a  hundred  thousand  word  essay. 
While  claiming  to  have  read  them  all,  he  considered 
them  all  ignorami,  though  producing  no  evidence 
whatever  in  support  of  this  assertion.  They  in  turn 
originally  appraised  attorney  Clausen’s  mission  as 
nearly  worthless,  and  his  attempt  to  derail  the 
Army  PH  Report  a  weak  and  unconvincing  diver¬ 
sion.  What  draws  attention  in  his  nearly  50  years- 
after-the-fact  dictum  in  Judgement  is  his  savaging 
of  Navy  people  on  Pearl,  which  is  really  none  of  his 
business,  while  dodging  entirely  the  Army  responsi¬ 
bility  for  defending  the  Navy  when  it  was  berthed 
there.  The  work  of  21  revisionists  from  John  T. 
Flynn  to  John  Toland  (1945  to  1982))  is  100  percent 
missing  from  Clausen’s  “final”  dictum,  and  none  of 
the  other  contemporaries  are  even  worth  mention¬ 
ing.  The  ugly  meanness  of  shrugging  off  all  respon¬ 
sibility  and  splattering  it  all  over  underlings  acting 
on  the  orders  of  these  whitewashed  superiors  makes 
its  mark  on  a  reader  with  some  perception  of  Amer- 
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ican  traditions  of  fairness.  One  hesitates  to  say 
much  in  the  presence  of  this  shameful  parade. 

Before  coming  to  any  permanent  conclusions  a 
revisionist  for  sure  needs  to  digest  thoroughly  five 
other  basic  treatments  of  it  all,  from  contemporaries 
of  Clausen  to  recent  times.  These  are: 

1)  the  pertinent  parts  of  Chapters  9  through  12 
of  Charles  A.  Beard’s  President  Roosevelt  (1948); 

2)  the  analysis  of  the  Clausen  mission  by  George 
Morgenstem  in  his  Pearl  Harbor  (1947)  and 

3)  by  Percy  Greaves  in  his  chapter  on  the  Pearl 
Investigations  in  Perpetual  War  for  Perpetual  Peace 
(1953); 

4)  the  overall  situation  succinctly  laid  out  in  The 
Final  Story  of  Pearl  Harbor  (1968)  by  Harry  Elmer 
Barnes,  and 

5)  the  assemblage  of  later-revealed  important 
materials  in  John  Toland’s  Infamy  (1983  ed.). 

All  of  Clausen’s  fuss  and  flapdoodle  in  getting 
people  to  alter  their  previous  testimony  about  who 
saw,  and  when  they  saw  the  13-part  Japanese  dip¬ 
lomatic  message  of  the  afternoon  of  December  6, 
1941,  is  today  just  so  much  bound  waste  paper. 
What  difference  does  it  make  what  Army  men  did  or 
did  not  see  it  after  6  p.m.?  President  Roosevelt  cer¬ 
tainly  saw  it  by  10  p.m.  that  night  and  commented 
in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  ‘This  means  war,”  and 
in  view  of  American-Pacific  strength  concentration 
in  Hawaii  that  moment,  FDR  surely  did  not  mean 
that  Ottumwa  and  Kankakee  were  in  danger.  Why 
was  nothing  done  for  more  than  twelve  hours  after 
that?  Stimson  and  Marshall  were  veritably  at  his 
elbow.  Who  besides  the  President  was  at  the  White 
House  that  night  or  most  of  that  night?  Does  anyone 
know?  Where  was  the  chief  executive  of  the  Army, 
Gen.  Marshall,  for  almost  24  hours  after  noon  of 
Dec.  6,  1941?  Clausen  does  not  investigate  these 
matters,  but  after  all,  as  he  repeatedly  observed,  he 
had  not  been  appointed  to  investigate  the  investiga¬ 
tors.  And  at  no  time  did  he  claim  to  be  a  historian. 

In  the  “case”  of  the  Army  PH  Board  vs.  Stimson, 
Marshall  et  al  it  was  hard  to  discern  who  were  the 
plaintiffs  and  who  the  defendants,  but  Clausen  per¬ 
formed  mightily  in  behalf  of  the  Administration  fig¬ 
ures.  As  a  lawyer  devoted  to  his  client  he  was  not 
interested  in  history.  He  was  committed  to  making 
an  ex  parte  collection  of  “evidence”  or  any  kind  of 
diversion  which  would  redound  to  the  credit  of  his 
adored  chief  Sec.  Stimson,  and  hopefully  at  the 
same  time  discredit  the  APHB  Report  that  impli¬ 
cated  Stimson  via  Gen.  Marshall  for  responsibility 
in  failing  to  defend  the  US  Fleet  in  Pearl  Harbor  on 
Dec.  7,  1941,  while  at  the  same  time  planting  the 
guilt  once  more,  a  la  the  Roberts  Report,  on  the 
operational  commanders  at  the  scene,  an  ignoble 
and  reprehensible  stratagem  if  ever  there  was  one. 

This  ancient  game  of  saddling  underlings  for 
the  responsibility  when  big  plans  and  high  strategy 
collapse  and  bring  about  disaster,  was  a  sordid  and 
unappetizing  activity  utterly  lacking  in  basic 


decency.  But  it  was  the  Army  itself  that  had  come 
down  on  Stimson  and  Marshall,  after  all,  not  some 
awful  revisionists.  (Atty.  Clausen  calls  the  latter 
“isolationists.”) 


Secretary  of  War  Henry  Stimson  speaks  with 
Army  Chief  of  Staff  General  George  Marshall. 


For  someone  who  has  gone  over  the  substance  of 
this  work  as  often  as  this  reviewer,  much  of  this 
book  is  truly  tedious.  Perhaps  this  estimate  of 
Clausen’s  book  should  have  been  done  by  someone 
utterly  ignorant  of  it  all,  as  had  been  the  case  with 
some  of  the  newspaper  reviews,  in  which  case  they 
might  have  been  able  to  approach  the  assignment 
with  some  kind  of  breathless  sense  of  discovery. 

There  is  no  use  to  pile  example  upon  example, 
but  one  might  mention  the  famed  “war  warning”  to 
Gen.  Short  of  Nov.  27,  1941,  about  which  a  veritable 
library  of  analysis  and  comment  exists.  Beside  what 
is  at  hand,  revisionists  should  surely  examine  this 
set  of  contradictory  advisories  in  Chapter  8  of  Prof. 
Current’s  Secretary  Stimson,  “The  Old  Army 
Game,”  and  Chapter  16  of  Morgenstern’s  Pearl  Har¬ 
bor,  ‘The  ‘Do-Don’t’ Warnings.” 

How  Gen.  Short  could  put  the  base  on  a  semi¬ 
attack  alert  and  a  sabotage  alert  simultaneously, 
conduct  long  range  reconnaissance  by  air  without 
planes  of  flying  range  to  do  the  job,  and  how  he  could 
encompass  other  precautions  without  unduly  excit¬ 
ing  and  arousing  the  civilian  population  of  Honolulu 
surely  tax  almost  anyone’s  sense  of  the  rational.  For 
instance,  there  was  the  major  coastal  artillery  base, 
Fort  DeRoussy,  not  at  Pearl  but  six  or  more  miles 
away,  smack  up  on  the  fringe  of  the  big  resort  hotels 
on  Waikiki  Beach.  How  Gen.  Short  could  have  sent 
in  a  fleet  of  Army  trucks  loaded  with  shells  to  arm 
these  big  guns  without  creating  a  mild  hysteria 
among  the  Honolulu  civilians,  who  could  not  have 
missed  witnessing  all  this,  escapes  all  understand¬ 
ing. 
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And  if  Clausen  had  made  even  the  barest  effort 
at  keeping  abreast  of  what  had  been  done  on  the 
subject  other  than  by  himself,  he  and  his  co-author 
could  have  saved  themselves  the  embarrassment  of 
the  final  appendix  to  their  book,  “The  “Winds  Code’” 
(pp.  447^470).  This  reprinting  of  what  the  politi¬ 
cians  had  done  to  Capt.  Safford  as  the  lasting  line 
on  the  “East  Wind,  Rain”  message  is  almost  beyond 
comment.  Those  in  the  congressional  hearings  who 
mauled  Safford  repeatedly  for  his  stubborn  insis¬ 
tence  such  a  message  had  been  received  at  least 
three  days  before  the  attack  on  Pearl  conducted 


what  was  probably  the  ugliest  and  most  dishonest 
campaign  ever  carried  out  in  public  against  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  US  armed  forces.  It  is  very  likely  that  at 
least  one  of  them  knew  such  a  message  had  been 
received,  and  probably  that  there  had  been  several 
other  receptions. 

The  question  of  whether  Capt.  Safford  had 
received  this  message  or  not  is  central  to  the  most 
sacrosanct  Establishment  tome  on  Pearl,  Roberta 
Wohlstetter’s  Pearl  Harbor:  Warning  and  Decision 
(1962).  However,  this  matter  was  blown  away  more 
than  15  years  ago  by  the  revelations  of  Navy  War- 


US  and  Soviet  Intelligence  in  Pre-Pearl  Japan 


For  a  quarter  of  a  century  this  writer  has  been 
aware  of  a  buried  theme  in  Pearl  Harbor  revision¬ 
ism  that  so  far  has  had  virtually  no  written  accom¬ 
paniment.  It  is  a  mixture  of  suspicion  and  conviction 
that  the  United  States  via  one  or  another  of  its  civil¬ 
ian  agencies  or  armed  forces  had  a  formidable  intel¬ 
ligence  service  planted  in  Japan,  perhaps  for  a 
decade  before  December  7,  1941,  and  knew  well  in 
advance  of  the  usual  official  line  on  the  subject  when 
the  Japanese  fleets  left  port  to  bring  their  air  force 
to  bomb  Pearl,  and  to  attack  and  invade  the  Philip¬ 
pines  two  days  later. 

The  Soviet  Union  had  such  an  operation,  as 
those  who  have  read  one  or  another  of  the  many 
accounts  of  Richard  Sorge  may  recall.  Japan  had  a 
well-disciplined  Communist  Party  founded  in  part 
by  the  legendary  Sanzo  Nozaka  (1892-1993)  as  far 
back  as  1922.  He  had  spent  most  of  the  war  years 
involving  Japan  and  China  at  the  headquarters  of 
Mao  Zedong  and  the  Chinese  Communists  in  West¬ 
ern  China.  In  fact,  the  Stalinist  spy  ring  had  even 
been  successful  in  planting  a  Japanese  Red,  Hot- 
sumi  Ozaki,  in  the  Japanese  Cabinet  itself.  It  is 
most  unlikely  that  only  Stalinist  Russia  had  a  spy¬ 
ing  operation  in  Japan. 

In  the  lengthy,  almost-400  word  footnote  by 
Toland  on  p.  272  of  the  1983  Berkley  Books  edition 
of  his  Infamy  dealing  with  Major  (later  Colonel) 
Warren  J.  Clear,  head  of  US  Army  Intelligence  in 
the  Far  East,  there  were  observations  leading  one  to 
conclude  that  US  Army  Intelligence  was  anything 
but  ignorant  about  what  was  going  on  in  Japan  in 
the  fall  of  1941.  But  nothing  was  said  about  how 
information  was  being  gathered,  which  brings  up 
something  more  substantial  relative  to  Col.  Clear. 

In  1968  an  amateur  cryptologist  enthusiast, 
David  Kahn,  published  a  widely-circulated  book 
titled  The  Code  Breakers,  which  included  material 
about  Pearl.  Editors  assumed  that  he  was  an  expert. 
In  a  piece  published  more  than  a  dozen  years  later, 
Kahn  made  the  flat-out  statement,  “The  United 
States  had  no  spies  in  Japan.”  When  this  article  was 
reprinted  in  the  San  Francisco  Chronicle  of  Dec.  7, 
1981,  it  prompted  a  retired  US  Army  Colonel,  John 


W.  Carrothers,  to  write  in  denunciation  of  this  as 
one  of  the  “damn  lies”  the  paper  had  printed  on 
Pearl  that  day.  In  the  conclusion  of  his  letter  to  the 
editor,  published  Dec.  11,  1981,  Carrothers  went  on 
to  report  on  an  address  he  had  heard  Col.  Clear 
deliver  to  “900  officers  at  the  Command  and  General 
Staff  School,”  which  concluded  with  the  following 
words  by  Clear: 

I  had  an  excellent  organization  in  Japan.  It  con¬ 
sisted  largely  of  Koreans,  who  hated  the  Japa¬ 
nese  because  Japan  was  then  occupying  their 
country.  Regarding  the  Japanese  army  which 
invaded  the  Philippines,  I  knew  the  designa¬ 
tions  and  strengths  of  the  units,  the  names  of 
the  ships  on  which  they  were  to  sail,  the  dates  of 
departure,  the  names  of  the  ports  of  destination 
in  the  Philippines.  All  of  this  information  was  on 
President  Roosevelt’s  desk  48  hours  before  the 
attack  on  Pearl  Harbor. 

In  mulling  over  this  declaration  there  has  been 
a  revisionist  assumption  that  if  US  Army  Intelli¬ 
gence  had  a  full  detailed  report  on  the  Japanese 
Navy  task  force  which  had  departed  for  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  was  it  not  logical  to  conclude  that  the  same 
Korean  dock-worker  spies  had  also  furnished  the 
details  on  the  Hawaii-bound  fleet  that  had  sailed 
out  a  few  days  earlier?  Perhaps  this  might  have 
been  taken  up  in  the  book  Col.  Clear  was  writing 
about  Pearl  Harbor  (Toland  gives  the  title  as  Pearl 
Harbor:  The  Price  of  Perfidy),  but  it  was  never  pub¬ 
lished  and  the  manuscript  disappeared  after  the 
demise  of  the  author  in  1980).  This  was  the  fate  of 
another  Pearl  Harbor  book  that  never  saw  print, 
produced  by  US  Navy  (Ret.)  Commander  Charles  C. 
Hiles.  It  also  vanished  after  its  author’s  death.  From 
what  had  been  said  about  them  informally,  the 
Clear  and  Hiles  books  “contained  dynamite,”  as  the 
expression  goes.  So  the  situation  remains  a  conflict 
between  the  will  to  believe,  encouraged  by  books 
such  as  that  by  Atty.  Clausen,  as  against  the  desire 
and  determination  to  find  out,  as  reflected  by  the 
ongoing  search  by  revisionists. 

—  J.  J.  M. 
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rant  Officer  Ralph  T.  Briggs,  who  was  responsible 
for  getting  the  copy  to  Capt.  Safford.  (It  was  Safford 
who  was  responsible  for  keeping  the  role  of  Briggs 
concealed  and  thus  saving  his  career  from  destruc¬ 
tion.)  This  is  gone  over  repeatedly  by  Toland  in  his 
book  Infamy. 

It  was  amazing  how  quickly  attention  to  this 
was  jettisoned  after  the  publication  of  the  substance 
of  the  Briggs  interview  by  the  Establishment  Amer¬ 
ican  Committee  on  the  History  of  the  Second  World 
War  in  its  Newsletter  No.  24,  which  appeared  about 
Christmas  of  1980.  And  one  ought  to  re-read  the 
solid  tribute  to  Capt.  Safford  by  Percy  Greaves  in 
The  Journal  of  Historical  Review,  vol.  4,  no.  4  (Win¬ 
ter  1983-84). 

But  it  is  not  just  revisionists  who  have  clawed 
Atty.  Clausen.  Even  the  olympian-based  Mrs.  Wohl- 
stetter,  whose  1962  book  was  the  bible  on  Pearl  in 
Establishment  Academe,  scorned  Clausen,  describ¬ 
ing  his  1945  Report  as  “notoriously  unreliable” 
(Wohlstetter,  p.  35).  Clausen’s  chief  supporter 
among  Establishment  authors  of  major  works  on 
Pearl  was  Ladislas  Farago  in  The  Broken  Seal 
(1967,  p.  416)  who  praised  it  and  him  without  any 
reservation. 

The  title  of  the  book,  Pearl  Harbor:  Final  Judge¬ 
ment,  is  both  preposterous  and  insulting  if  not 
laughable.  It  is  the  last  work  on  the  Pearl  Harbor 
drama  about  like  yesterday’s  sunset  was  the  culmi¬ 
nation  of  the  world.  It  sounds  like  the  similar  pon¬ 
tifical  titles  of  the  glosses  on  the  work  of  Gordon 
Prange  by  the  team  of  Profs.  Goldstein  and  Dillon; 
“The  Verdict  of  History,”  indeed.  (On  Prange’s  short¬ 
comings  as  a  historian  one  should  consult  the  cri¬ 
tique  by  Capt.  Roger  Pineau,  USN  (Ret.)  which 
covers  more  than  an  entire  page  in  the  Christian 
Science  Monitor  of  Dec.  7,  1982).  No  number  of 
works  with  absurd  and  arrogant  titles  alleging  to  be 
the  “verdict  of  history,”  the  “final  judgement,”  and 
the  like  will  ever  stem  Pearl  Harbor  revisionists 
from  coursing  the  trail  to  the  White  House  in  the 
fall  of  1941,  instead  of  to  the  armed  forces  com¬ 
manders  at  Hawaii,  who  were  under  direct  orders  of 
the  civilian  and  armed  forces  quintet  in  Washington 
headed  by  the  President. 

It  would  be  the  epitome  of  softness  to  label  Atty. 
Clausen’s  operation,  a  55,000  mile  trip  around  the 
world  at  taxpayers’  expense  at  the  direction  of,  and 
for  the  benefit  of  only  one  man,  Secretary  of  War 
Henry  L.  Stimson,  “one  sided.”  In  seeking  to  vindi¬ 
cate  his  revered  chief’s  evasion  of  responsibility 
while  choosing  the  deplorable  ploy  of  passing  on  the 
buck  to  subordinates,  Clausen  performed  mightily. 
His  sweet  and  deodorized  treatment  of  Sec.  Stimson 
through  this  report  is,  however,  in  near  polar  oppo¬ 
sition  to,  for  example,  the  civilized  dismantlement 
of  Stimson  by  Prof.  Current  in  the  book  mentioned 
above.  (Commenting  on  Clausen’s  boast  of  having 
interviewed  92  persons  in  the  course  of  his  investi¬ 
gation,  and  including  quotations  from  50  of  them  in 
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“Japanese  May  Strike  Over  Weekend!” 
announces  a  front-page  headline  in  a  leading 
Hawaii  daily  paper,  The  Honolulu  Advertiser, 
Sunday,  Nov.  30, 1941,  one  week  before  the  Pearl 
Harbor  attack. 

his  report,  Greaves  remarked  in  Perpetual  War,  p. 
434:  “But  there  was  no  word  as  to  what  he  learned 
from  the  other  forty-two.”)  One  would  think  from 
Clausen’s  skewed  myopic  view  of  it  all  that  abso¬ 
lutely  nothing  happened  between  1945  and  1992. 

Nevertheless,  this  effort  a  near  half-century 
after  to  capitalize  on  it  all  does  not  clear  the  contem¬ 
porary  record.  Greaves,  in  Perpetual  War  (pp.  433- 
39)  characterized  Clausen’s  odyssey  as  probably  the 
greatest  whitewash  job  ever  essayed  upon  in  his¬ 
tory,  while  Morgenstern  in  Pearl  Harbor  (p.  200), 
written  in  1946,  concluded  that  if  there  was  a  single 
person  in  the  USA  primarily  responsible  for  there 
being  a  thick  miasmic  cloud  of  utter  irrelevancy 
making  it  impossible  to  sort  out  the  Pearl  Harbor 
story  because  of  his  numerous  false  leads  and  point¬ 
less  wild  goose  chases,  it  was  Henry  C.  Clausen.  (On 
Sec.  Stimson’s  integral  Big  Money  ties  one  should 
consult  Ferdinand  Lundberg,  America’s  60  Families 
[New  York:  Vanguard,  1937].  Though  a  failed  candi¬ 
date  for  high  office  in  1910  and  a  one-time  district 
attorney,  Mr.  Stimson  was  essentially  always  a  Wall 
Street  lawyer,  equally  at  home  in  the  cabinets  of 
Presidents  both  Republican  and  Democrat.) 

Henry  C.  Clausen  spent  well  over  a  generation 
tending  to  the  legal  affairs  of  the  Scottish  Rite 
Masonic  order,  in  which  he  became  a  Sovereign 
Grand  Commander  and  honored  by  the  designation 
“Illustrious.”  Turning  to  the  subject  of  theology  in 
the  1970s  he  produced  a  work  titled  Clausen’s  Com¬ 
mentaries  on  Morals  and  Dogma,  which  before  the 
end  of  that  decade  sold  almost  a  quarter  of  a  million 
copies  and  surely  has  pushed  toward  the  half-mil- 
lion  mark  since.  It  was  first  published  under  the 
authority  of  the  Supreme  Council  of  the  Scottish 
Rite  in  San  Diego  in  1974.  In  view  of  his  substantial 
reputation  among  his  Masonic  confreres  in  this  area 
of  endeavor,  it  is  probably  unfortunate  that  Atty. 
Clausen  did  not  stick  to  theology  instead  of  partici¬ 
pating  in  a  recycling  of  his  role  in  the  Pearl  Harbor 
smokescreen. 
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Keynes:  Revisionist  Thinker 

John  Maynard  Keynes:  The  Economist  as  Sav¬ 
ior  —  1920-1937,  by  Robert  Skidelsky.  New  York: 
Viking  Penguin,  1994.  731  pages.  $37.50.  ISBN  0- 
713-99110-0  (v.  2). 

Reviewed  by  Andrew  Gray 

This  is  the  second  in  the  three-volume  biogra¬ 
phy  that  promises  to  be  one  of  the  most  intriguing 
and  suggestive  of  our  time.  Lord  Keynes,  of  course, 
deserves  no  less.  Seldom  has  an  intellect  challenged 
accepted  beliefs  or  traditional  wisdom  with  deeper 
skepticism  or  vaster  results.  He  was,  in  other 
words,  a  revisionist  par  excellence. 

The  first  volume  carried  us  through  the  writing 
of  The  Economic  Consequences  of  the  Peace  —  that 
indictment  of  the  Versailles  Treaty  which  reads  as 
freshly  today  as  when  first  penned,  and  which  made 
the  author  world-famous.  This  book  takes  us 
through  the  writing  of  The  General  Theory  of 
Employment,  Interest,  and  Money,  which  changed 
the  nature  of  “the  dismal  science.”  It  concludes  with 
the  heart  attack  in  1937  that  presaged  a  relatively 
early  death  but  left  time  for  the  monumental 
achievement  at  Bretton  Woods  in  1944  —  the  design 
and  eventual  establishment  of  a  workable  world 
monetary  order. 

The  author,  now  Lord  Skidelsky,  adores  his  sub¬ 
ject.  And  why  not?  In  what  other  individual  in  this 
century  had  such  a  panoply  of  gifts  been  united 
under  one  brow?  And  such  a  civilized  man  (though 
not  always  civil)  —  so  convivial,  so  witty,  so  tren¬ 
chant.  The  only  trouble,  from  Lord  Skidelsky’s 
standpoint,  is  that  Keynes  was  also  strongly  pro- 
German.  For  this  he  had  not  been  easily  forgiven  — 
either  within  the  economics  profession  or  outside  it 
—  and  this  aspect  of  his  life  and  character  is  reso¬ 
lutely  downplayed  in  this  book. 

Keynes  sympathized  with  the  German  cause 
and  predicament  in  the  aftermath  of  World  War  I. 
This  was  revisionism  in  the  grand  manner,  and  with 
many  parallels  to  the  revisionism  of  own  time.  Com¬ 
pare,  for  example,  the  war  reparations  claims  of 
France  and  England  (and  the  other  Allies,  too)  of  the 
1920s  with  the  “Holocaust”  claims  of  recent 
decades.  Much  of  what  Keynes  had  to  say  about  the 
former  applies  to  the  latter  just  as  well.  There  was 
a  reparations  “industry,”  as  well,  with  many  income 
streams  at  stake  and  an  attendant  unwillingness  to 
consider  the  harmful  consequences  of  such  continu¬ 
ous  extortion.  Keynes  accused  Allied  statesmen  and 
bankers  of  willful  self-delusion,  self-dealing,  and 
propagandistic  excess.  It  all  has  a  familiar  ring. 

Actually,  economists  have  widely  admitted  that 


Andrew  Gray,  a  writer  and  translator,  is  former  office 
director  in  the  US  Department  of  Commerce.  He  lives  in 
Washington,  DC. 


Keynes  in  the  1930s. 


Adolf  Hitler  was  himself  an  unwitting  Keynesian 
and  even  anticipated  several  doctrines  of  the  The 
General  Theory  (first  published  in  1936).  “Liquidity 
preference”  and  “marginal  utility”  were  not  con¬ 
cepts  for  which  the  Fiihrer  had  precise  German 
equivalents,  but  he  well  understood  the  “money  illu¬ 
sion”  and  the  practical  remedies  required  when 
“effective  demand”  produced  “equilibrium”  at  less 
than  full  employment.  The  extent  to  which  Hitler 
employed  actual  Keynesian  arguments  in  his 
attacks  upon  the  Young  Plan  and  the  entire  repara¬ 
tions  system  of  the  1920s  is  an  open  question,  as  we 
lack  transcripts  of  most  of  his  speeches  from  these 
transitional  years.  It  is  more  than  likely,  however, 
that  the  two  men  were  saying  much  the  same  thing 
on  the  subject  and  at  the  same  time.  Lord  Skidelsky 
regrettably  does  not  go  into  all  this. 

Keynes  himself  underscored  his  sympathy  for 
things  German,  and  his  awareness  that  the  eco¬ 
nomic  policies  of  the  early  National  Socialist  years 
were  largely  a  prefiguration  of  his  own  doctrines,  by 
contributing  a  special  preface  to  a  1930s  German 
edition  of  The  General  Theory.  Skidelsky  chooses 
not  to  go  into  this  matter  in  any  significant  detail, 
but  certainly  not  from  lack  of  appreciation  of  its 
implicit  import.  He  is,  after  all,  the  author  of  work¬ 
manlike  and  not  unsympathetic  1975  biography  of 
Sir  Oswald  Mosley,  and  has  published  widely  on  the 
subject  of  British  fascism  (a  questionable  but  inevi- 
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table  term). 

Not  that  Keynes  himself  had  personal  sympa¬ 
thy  for  National  Socialism,  though  he  may  have 
admired  its  “animal  spirits.”  Nor  was  he  anti- 
Semitic  in  any  significant  sense.  The  unease  he 
causes  today  on  this  subject  stems  from  the  fact  that 
he  was  also  not  specifically  pro-Semitic. 
(Philosemitism  seems  to  be  a  requirement  in  the 
economics  profession  these  days.) 

Much  of  the  charm  of  this  volume  is  rooted  in 
the  wholly  improbable  marriage  of  Keynes  to  a  Rus¬ 
sian  ballerina,  Lydia  Lopokova.  She  steals  the  liter¬ 
ary  show  much  of  the  time  with  her  muscovite 
English  (such  as  her  description  of  the  Sitwell  fam¬ 
ily  as  suffering  from  “undeveloped  arrestedness”). 
An  accomplished  actress  as  well  as  dancer,  she  was 
up  to  her  husband  in  a  palpable  but  indefinable  way 
—  perhaps  even  in  the  manner  of  Cosima  Wagner. 


Germany’s  Place  in 
Post-Postwar  Europe 

In  Europe’s  Name:  Germany  and  the  Divided 
Continent,  by  Timothy  Garton  Ash.  New  York: 
Random  House,  1993.  680  pages.  $27.50.  ISBN  0- 
394-55711-5. 

Reviewed  by  Andrew  Gray 

“Ende  gut,  alles  gut”  (“All’s  well  that  end’s 
well”).  What  more  can  one  say  of  the  tortuous 
decades  that  led  to  German  unification.  A  lot,  of 
course,  and  Timothy  Garton  Ash  says  it  well.  The 
British,  it  is  often  alleged,  are  born  with  a  good 
prose  style,  best  exemplified  in  this  instance  by  a 
lightness  of  tone  in  just  those  moments  when  pon¬ 
derousness  might  be  expected.  Here  he  is  describing 
the  effect  of  the  conciliatory  gestures  made  by 
Chancellor  Kohl  toward  the  Honecker  regime  dur¬ 
ing  the  mid-1980s: 

Flattered  and  reassured,  Honecker  did  not,  as 
intended,  relax  his  grip  on  his  subjects  in  the  GDR. 
In  fact,  he  tightened  it,  but  he  did  relax  his  grip  on 
reality.  West  German  illusions  about  East  Germany 
reinforced  his  own,  thus  contributing  to  hubris,  fol¬ 
lowed  by  nemesis.  Hence  our  ultimate  paradox  of 
West  German  policy  towards  the  GDR:  they  got  it 
right  because  they  got  it  wrong! 

But  this  is  an  establishment  book,  funded  by  the 
Ford  Foundation,  fostered  by  the  Woodrow  Wilson 
International  Center,  vetted  by  the  likes  of  Fritz 
Stern,  and  sponsored  by  the  author’s  Oxford  Col¬ 
league,  Ralf  Dahrendorf.  It  thus  boils  down  to  a 
defense  of  the  existing  Oder-Neisse  line  as  Ger¬ 
many’s  eastern  border.  The  difficulty  is  that  this 
really  cannot  be  done  except  by  resort  to  enormous 
and  persistent  lies.  For  one  thing,  Mr.  Ash,  like  most 
of  his  cohorts,  simply  cannot  bring  himself  to  con¬ 


sider  the  expulsion  of  Germans  from  East  Prussia, 
Pomerania,  Silesia,  and  the  Sudetenland  as  a  crime. 
No,  these  territories  are  to  be  considered  as  having 
been  “gambled  away.”  This  is  the  establishment 
view,  and  enforced  by  propaganda  of  much  less  sub¬ 
tle  nature  than  this  scholarly  book  provides.  That 
this  expulsion  of  millions  represented  in  historical 
fact  the  most  massive  crime  in  the  annals  of  the  Sec¬ 
ond  World  War  and  its  aftermath  is  what  the  estab¬ 
lishment  cannot  face,  and  of  course  it  needs  the 
Holocaust  mythology  all  the  more  desperately  to 
sustain  the  self-delusion. 

Thus  there  is  a  reciprocal  relationship  between 
the  persecution  of  revisionists  in  Germany  (and 
elsewhere)  and  the  insistence  that  no  atonement  is 
owed  to  the  victims  (and  their  assigns)  of  the  expul¬ 
sion.  Can  this  viewpoint  be  defended  in  perpetuity, 
as  Mr.  Ash  so  devoutly  wishes?  The  merest  glance  at 
a  map  of  reunified  Germany  suggests  the  improba¬ 
bility  of  such  mass  historical  hypnosis  continuing  to 
prevail.  After  all,  Stettin  (Szczecin)  is  virtually  next 
door  to  Berlin,  and  the  Oder  river  traffic,  if  it  is  to  be 
restored  at  all,  will  be  largely  German  or  German- 
controlled.  (In  1914  Stettin  handled  more  than  four 
million  tons  of  barge  cargo  traffic,  nearly  all  of  it 
German.)  In  1945  it  was  evidently  thought  Stettin 
would  become  a  significant  outlet  for  the  imports 
and  exports  of  the  Upper  Silesian  industrial  com¬ 
plex.  Under  Polish  aegis,  this  complex  today  can 
scarcely  produce  a  bedpan,  let  alone  any  merchan¬ 
dise  competitive  on  world  markets. 

Yet  typically,  Mr.  Ash  ends  his  book  with  a  plea 
to  Germans  to  be  reasonable  and  to  acquire  “the 
new  habit  of  not  fully  exerting  the  power  they  had.” 
Of  course  he  doesn’t  dream  of  appealing  to  the  Poles 
or  anyone  else  to  be  similarly  reasonable. 

This  is  not  a  good  time  to  be  in  the  business  of 
publishing  maps  and  atlases.  Perhaps  if  this  could 
be  done  in  loose-leaf  form  it  would  be  less  risky.  Mr. 
Ash  signifies  his  awareness  of  these  vagaries  by 
appending  a  series  of  six  maps  to  his  book,  among 
which  the  current  one  already  promises  to  be  the 
most  evanescent.  But  he  ventures  no  predictions. 
The  establishment  experts  have  been  taught  a  les¬ 
son. 


Political  language  —  and  with 
variations  this  is  true  of  all  poloti- 
cal  parties,  from  Conservatives  to 
Anarchists  —  is  designed  to  make 
lies  sound  truthful  and  murder 
acceptable,  and  to  give  an  appear¬ 
ance  of  solidarity  to  pure  wind. 

—  George  Orwell 
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A  Story  of  Revenge 
That  Needs  Telling 

V  \  Al  W  \  /  "...  Extremely  gripping  and,  compelling  account  of  the  appalling 

^  — *»  I—- ;  events  which  accompanied  the  end  of  the  war  and  the  expulsion  of 

— -Jhe  Germans  from  what  was  to  become  Western  Poland  in  one  go.  .  .  . 


of  this  ^str0yedr 


",  .  .  Extremely  gripping  and  compelling  account  of  the  appalling 
events  which  accompanied  the  end  of  the  war  and  the  expulsion  of 
the  Germans  from  what  was  to  become  Western  Poland  in  one  go.  .  .  . 

The  topic  of  Jewish  participation  in  these  acts  of  oppression  is 
controversial.  .  .  but  1  am  satisfied  that  the  author  is  a  serious 
esearcher.  .  .  .  The  book  is  in  fact  a  major  contribution  to  our  understanding. 

—Antony  Polonsky, 
Professor  of  East  European  Jewish  History, 
Brandeis  University 


An  Eye  for  an  Eye:  The  Untold  Story  of  Jewish  Revenge  Against 
Germans  in  1945  is  a  riveting  account  of  terrible  but  little-known  events  that 
followed  the  end  of  World  War  II. 

In  1945  the  Soviet  Union,  which  occupied  Poland  and  parts  of  Germany  —  a 
region  inhabited  by  ten  million  German  civilians  —  established  its  Office  of  State 
Security  and  deliberately  recruited  Jews  to  carry  out  its  own  trademark  brand  of 

de-Nazification.  The  Office’s  hirelings  raided  German 
homes,  rounding  up  men,  women,  and  children  —  99 
percent  of  them  noncombatant,  innocent  civilians  — 
fi\  fX  TT  and  incarcerated  them  in  cellars,  prisons,  and  1,255 

concentration  camps,  where  inmates  subsisted  on 
starvation  rations,  and  where  typhus  ran  rampant 
rE?W7Te“*  and  torture  was  commonplace.  In  this  brief  period, 

I  i1.  j j  1  E— ^  between  60,000  and  80,000  Germans  died  while  in 

_  the  hands  of  the  Office. 

This  book  tells  the  story  of  how  the  Jewish 
[f(©)[^>  ^[f^]  victims  of  the  Third  Reich’s  policies  turned  around 

_  and  inflicted  equally  terrible  suffering  on  innocent 

_  Germans.  Author  John  Sack  focuses  on  people  like 

1  Lola,  a  young  woman  who  became  commandant  of  a 

~3i  li  1 X  prison,  determined  to  avenge  the  death  of  her  family, 

Th  ii  jj  w  {  and  Shlomo,  a  commandant  who  bragged  that  “What 

r  2  l  *0°  ^  °  the  Germans  couldn’t  do  in  five  years  at  Auschwitz, 

Revenge  Against  ^  ^  in  five  months  a(  Schwicntochlowit2  - 

v  .r  j  This  is  the  first  book  to  tell  the  story  of  Jewish 

tJ©[rd[M  atrocities  against  German  civilians.  To  unearth  it, 

the  author,  a  veteran  journalist  and  war 
correspondent,  spent  seven  years  conducting 
research  and  interviews  in  Poland,  Germany,  Israel, 
and  the  United  States. 
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Letters 


Emotions  Recalled 

After  finishing  your  book  Inno¬ 
cent  at  Dachau  [by  Joseph 
Halow],  which  I  found  on  the  “new 
book  shelf’  of  the  downtown  Beau¬ 
mont  Public  Library,  I  wanted  to 
write  to  you  to  show  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  for  your  effort.  What  you  have 
done  in  this  book  is  important. 

I,  too,  was  in  the  armed  forces 
during  World  War  II  (US  Naval 
Reserve,  April  1943-July  1946)  at 
a  relatively  young  age,  and  I  have 
vivid  recollections  of  the  prece¬ 
dent-setting  trials  from  1946 
onward.  I  recall,  too,  the  emotions 
of  the  time.  But  even  then,  my 
emotional  reactions  were  to  the 
deaths  of  civilians  through  aerial 
bombardment,  the  loss  of  so  many 
lives  among  the  troops  on  both 
sides  of  the  conflict,  and  the  pov¬ 
erty  and  hopelessness  of  the  Euro¬ 
peans  who  survived. 

Unfortunately,  the  mass  of 
mankind  seems  to  require  myths, 
and  the  myths  surrounding  the 
coming  of  that  war  and  its  conduct 
are  persistent.  You  have  done  all 
of  us,  “true  believers”  and  skeptics 
(like  me)  alike,  a  service. 

W.  R.  T. 

Beaumont,  Texas 

Nothing  Learned 

As  a  Marine  Corps  veteran  of 
the  Korean  war,  I  protest  the 
claim  that  our  World  War  II  dead 
gave  their  lives  in  a  great  crusade 
for  “freedom”  and  “liberty.”  Those 
young  Americans  did  not  die  fight¬ 
ing  to  defend  their  country,  but 
rather  to  further  an  alien,  anti- 
Western  and  anti-Christian  ideol¬ 
ogy.  We  do  no  honor  to  their  mem¬ 
ory  by  claiming  otherwise. 

“Freedom”  and  “liberty”  were 
propaganda  slogans  for  a  world 
revolution  in  which  the  United 
States,  the  Soviet  Union  and  the 
international  liberal  left  were 
united  as  allies.  The  Allied  victory 
was  the  beginning  of  America’s 
end.  Today,  fifty  years  after  the 


end  of  that  terrible  conflict,  hav¬ 
ing  lost  our  national  sovereignty 
and  morals,  we  remain  as  igno¬ 
rant  as  ever.  Immersed  in  histori¬ 
cal  lies,  we  have  learned  nothing. 

Philip  J.  Fogarty 

Santa  Ana,  Calif. 

Eye-Opening 

Please  renew  my  Journal  sub¬ 
scription  for  another  year.  I  was 
skeptical  about  revisionism  when 
I  received  my  first  issue,  but  the 
six  issues  that  arrived  during  the 
past  year  have  been  very  eye¬ 
opening,  to  say  the  least.  Please 
keep  up  the  excellent  work. 

J.  P 

Duquesne,  Penn. 

Professional 

Today  I  called  your  office  to 
inquire  about  a  book  I  had 
ordered.  I  just  want  to  tell  you 
that  I’ve  seldom  been  treated  so 
courteously  and  professionally. 
It’s  no  wonder  the  IHR  attracts 
the  supporters  it  does. 

M.R. 

Wells,  Minn. 

Theological  Inerrancy 

Holocaust  historians  and  pub¬ 
licists  always  seem  to  presume 
that  everyone  must  adopt  an 
unquestioning  and  even  reveren¬ 
tial  attitude  toward  the  Holocaust 
extermination  story.  Their  atti¬ 
tude  is  one  of  theological  iner¬ 
rancy. 

M.  D. 

Seattle,  Wash. 

Qualified  Support 

I’d  like  you  to  know  that  I  do 
not  support  IHR  in  all  questions.  I 
support  IHR  in  its  fight  to  show  to 
all  the  world  the  truth  regarding 
the  Holocaust.  But  I  do  not  sup¬ 
port  the  IHR  opinion  concerning 
Israel,  Palestinians  and  Arabs. 

The  Palestinian  terrorists  are 
indeed  terrorists,  and  not  freedom 
fighters.  The  Arabs  do  not  want  to 


reach  peace  with  Israel,  but  are 
using  the  peace  process  to  weaken 
Israel,  and  after  this,  to  destroy  it. 

I  am  sending  you  $50  in  sup¬ 
port.  More  I  am  not  able  to 
donate.  I  am  living  on  my  wage, 
and  am  not  a  rich  man. 

B.H. 

Jerusalem,  Israel 

Degrelle’s  Departure 

I  was  very  saddened  to  learn  of 
the  death  of  Leon  Degrelle  [as 
reported  in  the  May-June  1994 
Journal .]  He  distinguished  him¬ 
self  in  the  fight  against  Commu¬ 
nism,  sacrificed  a  lot,  and  earned 
the  respect  of  many.  Another  one 
of  the  world’s  greatest  has 
departed. 

M.H. 

Hamilton,  Ont. 

Canada 

Greetings  from  Poland 

I  am  sending  you  the  most 
recent  issue  of  our  magazine 
Stanczyk,  in  which  we  introduce 
The  Journal  of  Historical  Review, 
and  discuss  at  length  on  page  82 
your  article  [from  the  Winter 
1989-90  Journal ]  “Simon 
Wiesenthal:  Bogus  ‘Nazi 
Hunter’.” 

We  are  interested  in  contem¬ 
porary  historical  revisionism,  and 
plan  to  inform  our  readers  about 
this  in  the  future. 

Tomasz  Gabis,  Editor 
Stanczyk 
Wroclaw,  Poland 

Be  Patient 

I  look  forward  to  each  issue  of 
the  Journal  with  true  love  of  his¬ 
tory.  Your  extensively  researched 
articles  provide  a  solid  foundation 
for  the  advancement  of  our  cause 
—  to  renew  truth,  reestablish 
facts,  and  thus  end  insidious  lies 
so  that  future  generations  will  not 
have  to  suffer  under  imposed 
“politically  correct”  ignorance. 

You  deserve  far  more  than 
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mere  gratitude  for  presenting 
such  edifying  and  inspirational 
material.  Only  the  psychologically 
handicapped  or  overt  fool  could 
read  the  Journal  and  still  hold  on 
to  his  illusions. 

It  is  no  secret  that  extremely 
powerful  institutions  exist  that 
continue  to  uphold  lies,  and  which 
have  no  desire  to  see  repressed 
information  come  to  light.  I  there¬ 
fore  understand  the  immense  bur¬ 
den  you  endure  because  you  set 
forth  historical  truths. 

Be  patient.  The  spirit  of  the 
age  is  with  you,  and  it  will  not  be 
long  before  positive  revolutionary 
changes  take  place  in  the  United 
States  and  around  the  world.  As 
the  terrible  Berlin  wall  was 
finally  torn  down,  so  also  shall 
those  hideous  museums,  and  the 
institutions  behind  them,  some¬ 
day  fall.  As  they  have  risen  high 
with  no  foundation,  the  weight  of 
their  crash  shall  be  great  indeed. 

Remember  the  words  of  proba¬ 
bly  the  most  controversial  revi¬ 
sionist  who  ever  lived,  and  who 
was  subjected  to  such  terrible  per¬ 
secution:  “You  shall  know  the 
truth,  and  the  truth  shall  make 
you  free.”  (John  8:32). 

J.M. 

Florence,  Col. 

Suppressed  Hungarian  History 

I  am  an  enthusiastic  reader  of 
your  informative  Journal,  to 
which  I  have  subscribed  for  more 
than  a  year.  When  I  first  received 
it,  I  did  not  have  much  time  to 
devote  to  it,  but  now,  after  reading 
several  issues,  I  realize  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  information  you  offer, 
which  is  unknown  to  most  people, 
even  to  educated  Americans. 

I  applaud  the  courage  of  your 
contributors,  and  your  courage  in 
publishing  their  articles  and 
books.  Hopefully  the  time  will 
come  when  people  will  recognize 
the  great  danger  that  threatens 
their  future. 

Among  the  historical  issues 
that  deserve  consideration  and 
revision  is  the  Treaty  of  Trianon 
(1920),  which  was  imposed  on 
vanquished  Hungary  by  the  Allied 
powers  in  the  aftermath  of  the 


First  World  War,  just  as  they 
imposed  the  punitive  Treaty  of 
Versailles  on  defeated  Germany, 
and  the  Treaty  of  St.  Germain  on 
Austria.  Although  honest  histori¬ 
ans  are  well  aware  that  the  Treaty 
of  Trianon  was  based  on  exagger¬ 
ated  facts,  distorted  half-truths 
and  blatant  lies,  few  people  know 
anything  about  it. 

At  the  time  of  the  outbreak  of 
the  First  World  War  in  1914,  Hun¬ 
gary  was  not  an  independent 
nation,  but  rather  part  of  the 
multi-ethnic  Habsburg  Austro- 
Hungarian  Empire.  Because  its 
foreign  policy  was  determined  in 
Vienna,  Hungary  was  forced  into 
the  war.  When  it  ended  in  1918, 
the  victorious  Allied  powers 
sought  to  punish  and  weaken 
Austria  by  mutilating  Hungary. 
With  the  Treaty  of  Trianon,  a  nat¬ 
ural  geographical  unit  and  a  well- 
established  Hungarian  ethnic 
community  was  carved  up. 

The  dictated  Treaty  reduced 
Hungary  to  about  a  third  of  its 
prewar  size,  and  put  three  million 
Hungarians  (Magyars)  under  for¬ 
eign  rule.  The  Hungarian  army 
was  limited  to  35,000  men,  and 
reparations  were  imposed. 

Under  the  pretext  that  Hun¬ 
gary  had  subdued  and  mistreated 
them,  various  ethnic  minorities 
claimed  for  themselves  parts  of 
ancient  Hungarian  lands.  They 
portrayed  Hungarians  as  cruel, 
ruthless  subjugators,  who  did  not 
belong  to  the  European  commu¬ 
nity  of  nations. 

Unfortunately  for  Hungary,  in 
1920,  the  Allied  peacemakers  did 
not  consider  the  Carpathian 
Basin  as  a  geographical  unit,  but 
rather  looked  only  at  certain  iso¬ 
lated  areas. 

Following  the  outbreak  of  the 
Second  World  War  in  1939,  the 
Hungarian  government  refused 
permission  for  German  troops  to 
cross  Hungary.  When  Poland 
capitulated,  nearly  200,000  Polish 
soldiers  and  civilians  were  given 
refuge  in  Hungary. 

In  August  1940,  the  “Second 
Vienna  Award,”  backed  by  Ger¬ 
many  and  Italy,  restored  to  Hun¬ 
gary  43,104  sq.km,  of  territory  in 


northern  Transylvania  that  had 
been  turned  over  to  Romania  in 
1920. 

This  compromise  solution  sat¬ 
isfied  neither  Hungary  or  Ruma¬ 
nia.  Hungarians  wanted  the 
return  of  all  of  its  prewar  terri¬ 
tory,  including  the  whole  of  Tran¬ 
sylvania.  Romania  supported  the 
Award,  and  bound  itself  to  the 
Third  Reich,  because  it  feared  los¬ 
ing  even  more  of  Transylvania  to 
Hungary  if  it  did  not. 

During  this  period,  Hungary 
did  everything  possible  to  avoid 
involvement  in  the  Second  World 
War,  even  giving  up  claims  to  her 
prewar  territories  in  Yugoslavia. 
All  the  same,  Hungary  signed  the 
Tripartite  Pact  with  Germany  in 
November  1940. 

Yugoslavia’s  pro-German  gov¬ 
ernment  was  overthrown  in  a  mil¬ 
itary  coup  in  March  1941,  and  the 
new  leaders  prepared  for  war 
against  Germany.  As  Hitler  got 
ready  to  attack  Yugoslavia,  in  part 
with  Hungarian  support,  Hun¬ 
gary’s  Prime  Minister,  Pal  Teleki, 
opposed  a  military  alliance  with 
Germany  and  sought  to  keep  out 
of  the  conflict.  He  protested  by 
committing  suicide. 

Not  wishing  to  be  left  out  of 
the  seemingly  invincible  Axis  alli¬ 
ance  that  struck  against  Soviet 
Russia  in  June  1941,  Hungary 
wasted  little  time  joining  the  Ger¬ 
man-led  military  campaign. 

Winston  Churchill,  wishing  to 
honor  Teleki,  promised  that,  at 
the  negotiations  at  the  end  of  the 
Second  World  War,  an  empty  chair 
would  symbolically  be  left  for  him. 
Reneging  on  this  pledge,  though, 
Britain  and  the  other  Allied  pow¬ 
ers  once  again  punished  Hungary 
at  the  end  of  the  war. 

Your  readers  deserve  to  know 
more  about  the  suppressed  his¬ 
tory  of  Hungary  during  this  cen¬ 
tury. 

B.L. 

Rochester,  New  York 


We  welcome  letters  from  readers. 
We  reserve  the  right  to  edit  for  style 
and  space. 
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The  Zionist  Terror  Network 

Background  &  Operations 
of  the  Jewish  Defense  League 
*  and  Other  Criminal  Zionist  Groups 

Racism,  Bigotry,  Hate  Crimes,  Incitement 
to  Violence,  Terrorism  —  You  Can't  Be 
Talking  About  Jewish  Agendas?! 

If  you  want  to  believe  the  media,  most  of  the 
“hate  crimes”  committed  in  the  U.S.  and 
elsewhere  are  the  product  of  “right-wing 
extremism,”  with  the  victims  often  Jews. 

But  what  are  the  facts? 

Now  the  Institute  for  Historical  Review  has 
issued  —  as  a  public  service  —  a  completely 
revised  and  updated  edition  of  the  first,  and  still 
only,  comprehensive  dossier  on  Zionist-style 
racism,  bigotry  and  terrorism. 

This  special  report  constitutes  a  high-level 
intelligence  briefing  on  the  best  available 
information.  What  it  reveals  will  shock  and  anger 
you,  but  it  will  supply  you  with  the  hard  facts  and 
documentation  you  need  to  fight  back  against 
this  spiraling  cycle  of  unparalleled  violence 
whose  network  of  bloodshed  extends  from  Tel 
Aviv  to  California. 

This  is  a  vital  briefing  for  Revisionists  and  for 
anyone  interested  in  the  face  of  Zionist  terror  in 
today's  world.  An  enormous  amount  of  quality 
research  went  into  the  making  of  this  fully- 
referenced  document,  which  includes  a  1971- 
onward  chronicle  of  terrorist  acts  —  bombing, 
maiming,  and  even  murder  —  carried  out  by  the 
JDL,  its  offshoots,  and  other  Zionist  hate  groups. 

The  Zionist  Terror  Network 

Prepared  and  published  by  Institute  for  Historical  Review 
20  pages  •  Large  8V2  x  11  format  •  Photos  •  Notes 
$4  each  •  2-5  copies  $3.50  each  •  6  or  more  copies  $3  each,  postpaid 
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Revised  and  Updated  Edition 

THE  ZIONIST 
TERROR  NETWORK 

Background  and  Operation 
of  the  Jewish  Defense  League 
and  other  Criminal  Zionist  Groups 


A  Special  Report 

This  booklet  documents  the  background  and  criminal 
activities  of  Jewish  Zionist  terrorist  groups,  and  especially  the 
Jewish  Defense  League.  Particular  emphasis  is  given  here  to  ter¬ 
ror  —  including  murder  —  against  "thought  criminals"  who 
question  the  Holocaust  extermination  story. 

Zionist  terrorists  openly  proclaim  an  arrogant  Jewish-suprem- 
acist  ideology  and  acknowledge  their  readiness  to  use  violence 
against  those  who  disagree  with  them.  With  a  well-documented 
record  of  bigotry  and  crime,  they  pose  a  serious  danger  to  our 
society,  and  to  men  and  women  everywhere  who  treasure  free¬ 
dom. 
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The  Most  Ambitious  Book-length 
Debunking  to  Date  of  the 
Works  of  Jean-Claude  Pressac 

AUSCHWITZ 

The  End  of  a  Legend 

by  Carlo  Mattogno 


Mattogno  is  a  learned  man  in  the 
mold  of  his  ancestors  of  the 
Renaissance.  He  is  meticulous  and 
prolific  ...  in  the  first  rank  of 
Revisionists. 

—Prof.  Robert  Faurisson 


Jean-Claude  Pressac’s  Auschwitz:  Technique  and 
Operation  of  the  Gas  Chambers  was  published  in 
1989  to  resounding  worldwide  media  hosannas.  It 
was  followed  in  1993  by  his  second  opus,  The 
Crematoria  of  Auschwitz:  The  Machinery  of  Mass 
Killing. 

Pressac’s  principal  volume,  more  than  500  pages 
with  hundreds  of  illustrations,  promised  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  existence  and  use  of  homicidal  gas 
chambers  at  Auschwitz.  Headlines  proclaimed  that 
the  revisionists  were  finally  vanquished,  that 
Pressac  had  proven  what  the  immense  resources  of 
the  Holocaust  industry  had  failed  to  prove  in  more 
than  40  years. 

But  in  the  mad  rush  to  herald  the  news,  the 
pundits  hadn’t  bothered  to  read  the  book,  presum¬ 
ing  that  the  French  pharmacist  had  accomplished 
what  his  publisher-the  Klarsfeld  Founda¬ 
tion-claimed  he  had.  He  hadn’t. 

So  Pressac’s  second  volume  was  published, 
promising,  in  his  own  words,  “the  definitive 
rebuttal  of  revisionist  theories."  This  dog  wouldn't 
hunt,  either. 

As  you  read  Auschwitz:  The  End  of  a  Legend 
you’ll  find  out  why.  Here,  Italian  documents 
specialist  Carlo  Mattogno  demolishes  the  boldest 
attempt  to  date—  Pressac’s  back  to  back  volumes— to 
answer  the  revisionist  critique  of  the  Auschwitz 
extermination  story. 

Mattogno  shows  how  Pressac  misinterpreted  his 
own  data  in  such  a  way  as  to  assist  not  his  fellow 
exterminationists,  but  the  very  revisionists  he  had 
set  out  defeat. 

Mattogno  demonstrates  that  Pressac’s  confused 
arguments  confirm  his  ignorance  of  the  structure 
and  functioning  of  crematory  ovens  and  gas  cham¬ 
bers,  and  of  the  nature  and  use  of  the  disinfectant 
Zyklon  B;  that  Pressac’s  use  of  available  statistics 


was  arbitrary  and  largely  fanciful,  resulting  in  a 
down  sizing  of  the  number  of  alleged  victims;  and 
that  where  information  did  not  exist,  Pressac  simply 
invented  it,  often  with  mutually  contradictory  argu¬ 
ments  in  different  parts  of  his  thesis. 

Mattogno’s  relentless  deconstruction  of  Pressac’s 
assertions  and  interpretations  not  only  reveals  the 
Holocaust  Lobby  hero’s  incompetence,  it’s  a  case 
study  of  the  pathetic  sloppiness  the  media  can  be 
counted  on  to  overlook  in  the  crusade  against 
Holocaust  Revisionism. 
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The  End  of  a  Legend 


A  Critique  of  J.C.  Pressac 


Carlo  Mattogno 
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